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RECORD  OF  DECISION 


SECOND  MAIN  OPERA  TING  BASE  KC-46A  BEDDOWN  A  TALTERNA  TIVE  AIR 

NATIONAL  GUARD  INSTALLATIONS 

Introduction 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (Air  Force)  is  issuing  this  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  for  the 
Environmental  hnpact  Statement  (EIS)  titled  “Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2)  KC-46A 
Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  Installations”  {Federal  Register,  Vol.  79, 

No.  119,  EIS  No.  20140174,  page  35347,  2014).  In  making  this  decision,  the  information,  ' 
analyses,  and  public  comments  contained  in  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Beddown  Final  EIS  were 
considered,  among  other  relevant  factors  and  supporting  materials. 

This  ROD  is  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  implementing  the  National 
Enviromnental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  Title  42  U.S.C.  §4321-4347,  the  President’s  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  NEPA  regulations  at  40  CFR,  §1505.2,  Record  of  decision  in 
cases  requiring  environmental  impact  statements,  and  32  CFR  §989.21,  implementing  the  Air 
Force  Enviromnental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP).  Specifically,  this  ROD: 

•  States  the  Air  Force's  decision  (pages  1,  11); 

•  Identifies  alternatives  considered  by  the  Air  Force  in  reaching  the  decision  (page  2)  and 
specifies  the  alternative  considered  to  be  environmentally  preferable  (page  6); 

•  Identifies  and  discusses  relevant  factors  that  were  considered  in  making  the  decision 
among  the  alternatives  and  states  how  those  factors  entered  into  its  decision  (pages  2-8); 
and 

•  States  whether  all  practicable  means  to  avoid  or  minimize  enviromnental  hann  from  the 
selected  alternative  were  adopted,  and  if  not,  why  they  were  not  adopted,  and  summarizes 
the  applicable  mitigation  (pages  8-10). 

Synopsis  of  Decision 

The  Air  Force  will  beddown  up  to  twelve  (12)  KC-46A  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized 
(PAA)  under  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  for  MOB  2  at  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 
(ANGS),  New  Hampshire. 

Pease  ANGS  was  selected  as  the  first  ANG-led  KC-46A  main  operating  base  because  of  its 
highly  successflil  existing  active  duty  association,  which  would  lead  to  the  lowest  active  duty 
manpower  requirement.  Selection  of  Pease  ANGS  will  minimize  the  challenge  of  fielding  a  new 
weapon  system  and  avoid  having  to  simultaneously  establish  a  new  active  association.  Its 
location  in  a  region  of  high  air  refueling  receiver  demand  was  also  a  key  consideration. 

Background 

For  more  than  50  years,  the  KC-135  has  served  as  the  aerial  refueling  backbone  to  project  U.S. 
global  reach  and  combat  power.  Congress  authorized  and  appropriated  funds  supporting  the  Air 
Force’s  selection  of  the  KC-46A  as  the  newest  aerial  refueling  aircraft  to  replace  a  portion  of  the 
aging  fleet  of  KC-135  Stratotankers.  Congress  funded  a  total  aircraft  inventory  of  up  to  179 
KC-46A  aircraft  by  2028  to  correct  deficiencies,  update  the  fleet,  enhance  operations,  and 
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increase  mission  effectiveness.  The  new  KC-46A  will  provide  updated  technology  designed  to 
enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness  to  support  Air  Force,  Navy,  Marine 
Corps,  and  allies  who  rely  on  tanker  range  and  flexibility  to  strengthen  the  coalition  mission. 

This  basing  action  is  only  part  of  the  Air  Force  program  to  replace  the  older  tanker  aircraft.  This 
ROD  focuses  on  the  location  for  the  NGB’s  KC-46A  MOB  2.  Under  a  separate  decision,  the  Air 
Force  prepared  an  EIS  that  supported  a  decision  to  beddown  36  KC-46A  aircraft  at  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1)  and  six  to  eight  KC-46A  aircraft  at  the  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU) 
location. 

Alternative  Identification 

As  more  fully  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS  (pages  2-4  through  2-7,  §2.2),  the  Air  Force  and  NGB 
presented  the  planning  conventions  that  described  the  proposed  basing  action  tenets,  force 
structure  mix,  and  basing  timelines.  These  planning  conventions  included  the  critical 
infonuation  that  would  be  used  to  shape  and  inform  decisions  made  throughout  the  Air  Force 
Strategic  Basing  Process  for  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  initial  screening  yielded  a  defined  enterprise 
of  83  candidate  bases  to  be  evaluated  for  the  MOB  2  beddown. 

In  2012,  selection  criteria  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  beddown  were  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force.  The  approved  criteria  were  used  to  screen  the  enterprise  of  83  candidate  bases  to 
identify  those  bases’  capacity  to  successfully  support  the  MOB  2  mission.  The  objective  criteria 
included  mission,  capacity,  enviromuental  considerations,  and  cost. 

The  Strategic  Basing  Process  described  in  §2.2  of  the  Final  EIS  resulted  in  the  identification  of 
five  alternative  bases  for  consideration  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  mission.  Alternatives  that  were 
carried  forward  for  analysis  in  the  EIS  were: 

•  No  Action 

•  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania  ■ 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio 

No  Action  Alternative:  As  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS  (page  ES-8,  et  seq),  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  beddown  would  not  occur  at  any  of  the  five  action  alternatives 
considered.  There  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft,  use  of  airfields,  or  use  of  Special  Use 
Airspace  (SUA).  The  NGB  would  continue  to  conduct  their  current  mission  using  the  existing 
KC-135  aircraft. 

Alternative  1  -  Forbes  ANGS:  Forbes  ANGS  is  home  of  the  190th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (190 
ARW)  of  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG).  Under  this  alternative  the  190  ARW  would 
convert  from  12  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135  Backup  Aerospace  Vehicle  Inventory  (BAI)  to  12 
KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Forbes  ANGS,  the 
existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  bases  or  retired  out  of  the  Air  Force 
inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft. 

KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of  8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  Average  Sortie  Duration 
(ASD)  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties  annually,  64  percent  of  which  would  be 


2 


performed  at  the  home-station.  It  is  expected  that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at  Forbes 
Field  armually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  36  percent  over  the  946 
home-station  sorties  identified  in  2012  (it  is  assumed  that  the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties 
found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at  Forbes  ANGS  under  this  alternative). 
Based  on  1 ,286  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of  1 1 .32  operations  per  sortie,  there 
would  be  14,562  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an  additional  4,1 10  airfield  operations 
annually  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-2).  An  operation  consists  of  a  single 
action  such  as  a  take-off,  or  a  landing.  This  would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations 
fi'om  40.2  to  56.0  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-3).  There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to 
departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,'and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise 
abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (Final  EIS,  §4.1.1,  Noise). 

Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  190  ARW  were  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS  (Table  2.3-4). 
There  would  be  a  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  the  sorties.  The 
KC-46A  has  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver  aircraft  (on  loading  fuel)  and  would  use  the 
existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to  the  nonnal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off¬ 
loading  fuel).  The  time  in  the  airspace  for  each  sortie  and  the  operational  training  conducted  is 
not  expected  to  change  in  any  of  the  airspace  described  in  the  Final  EIS  (Table  2.3-4). 

Basing  the  KC-46A  at  Forbes  Field  requires  some  construction  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-5).  The 
proposed  construction  would  comply  with  standards  set  forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  Anti-Ten'orism/Force  Protection  (AT/FP)  requirements  also  would  be 
incorporated.  Proposed  facilities  would  be  sited  approximately  as  shown  in  the  Final  EIS,  (page 
2-13,  Figure  2.3-2). 

Alternative  2  -  JB  MDL:  JB  MDL  is  home  of  the  108th  Wing  (108  WG)  of  the  New  Jersey  Air 
National  Guard  (NJ  ANG).  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  108  WG  would  convert  from  8  KC-135 
PAA  and  1  KC-135  BAI  to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A 
PAA  at  108  WG,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  bases  or  retired 
out  of  the  Air  Force  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft. 

The  1 08  WG  currently  flies  1,112  sorties  armually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
Air  Traffic  Control  counts,  834  of  these  sorties  were  flown  from  McGuire  Field,  or  75  percent  of 
the  total  aimual  sorties  flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S. 
and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  operational  data  collected 
from  2012  indicates  that  the  108  WG  accounted  for  8,340  armual  operations  with  an  average  of 
10  operations  per  sortie  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-7). 

Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  2,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  armual  sorties,  75  percent  of 
which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (McGuire  Field).  Thus,  it  is  expected  that  up  to 

I, 508  sorties  would  be  flown  at  McGuire  Field.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  81  percent  over  the 
baseline  834  sorties  identified  in  the  McGuire  Field  Noise  Study  (it  is  assumed  that  the  same 
percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at  McGuire 
Field  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,508  armual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of 

I I . 68  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  17,608  armual  home-station  operations,  or  an 
additional  9,268  airfield  operations  armually  at  McGuire  Field  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-8).  This 
would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  22.9  to  48.2  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-9). 
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There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways. 
Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (Final  EIS,  §4.2.1,  Noise). 

The  1 08  WG  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  the  receiver 
aircraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  108  WG  are  described  in  the  Final  EIS  (Table 
2.3-10).  Under  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  an  increase  to  the  frequency  of  rise  of  the 
associated  airspace  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  the  number  of  sorties  conducted  amiually. 

The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver  aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and 
would  use  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a 
refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel). 

Basing  the  KC-46A  at  108  WG  requires  some  construction  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-1 1).  The 
proposed  construction  would  comply  with  standards  set  forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection  (AT/FP)  requirements  also  would  be 
incorporated.  Proposed  facilities  would  be  sited  approximately  as  shown  in  the  Final  EIS,  (page 
2-22,  Figure  2.3-4). 

Alternative  3  -  Pease  ANGS:  Pease  ANGS  is  home  of  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (157 
ARW)  of  the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  (NH  ANG).  Under  Alternative  #3,  the. 

157  ARW  would  convert  ft-om  8  PAA  KC-135  and  1  KC-135  BAI  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  PAA. 
Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Pease  ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135 
aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  bases  or  retired  out  of  the  Air  Force  inventory, 
depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft. 

The  157  ARW  currently  flies  1,382  sorties  annually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  614  were  flown  from  Portsmouth  lAP,  or  44  percent  of  the  annual  sorties 
■flown.  The  remaining' sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S.  and/or  overseas  in¬ 
support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the  157  ARW  accounted  for 
6,140  annual  operations  with  an  average  of  10.0  operations  per  sortie  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-13). 
Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #3,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties,  44  percent 
of  which  would  be  perfonned  at  the  home-station  (Pease  ANGS).  Thus,  884  sorties  would  be 
flown  at  Pease  ANGS  annually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  44.0  percent 
over  the  baseline  614  annual  sorties  currently  flown  from  Pease  ANGS  (it  is  assumed  the  same 
percentage  of  sorties  would  be  flown  away  from  Pease  ANGS  under  this  alternative  as  under  the 
current  baseline  conditions).  Based  on  884  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of  10.0 
operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  8,840  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an  additional 
2,700  airfield  operations  annually  at  Portsmouth  lAP  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-14).  This  would 
increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  16.8  to  24.2  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-15).  There 
would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,  and  use  of 
runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (Final  EIS,  §4.3.1, 
Noise). 

Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  157  WG  are  described  in  the  Final  EIS  (Table  2.3-16). 
Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  a  slight  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  of  the  airspace  due 
to  the  proposed  increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as 
a  receiver  aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  use  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in 
addition  to  the  nonnal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the 
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airspace  for  each  sortie,  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change 
in  any  of  the  airspace  described. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  157  ARW  would  implement  construction  projects  for  the  conversion  to 
12  KC-46A  PAA  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-17).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply 
with  standards  set  forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP 
requirements  also  would  be  incorporated. 

Alternative  4  -  Pittsburgh  ANGS:  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  home  of  the  171st  Air  Refueling  Wing 
(171  ARW)  of  the  Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard  (PA  ANG).  Under  Alternative  #4,  the 
171  ARW  would  convert  from  16  KC-135  PAA-  and  no  KC-135  BAI  to  12  KC-46A  PAA. 
Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135 
aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  bases  or  retired  out  of  the  Air  Force  inventory, 
depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft. 

The  171  ARW  currently  flies  1,569  sorties  annually.  Aecording  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  926  were  flown  from  Pittsburgh  lAP,  or  59  percent  of  the  total  annual 
sorties  flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S.  and/or  overseas 
in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the  171  ARW  flew  6,943 
airfield  operations  with  an  average  of  7.5  operations  per  sortie  during  2012  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3- 
19).  Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #4,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total 
of  8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties,  59 
percent  of  which  would  be  perfonned  at  the  home-station  (Pittsburgh  ANGS).  Thus,  1,186 
sorties  would  be  flown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  annually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  an 
increase  of  27  percent  over  the  baseline  926  sorties  currently  flown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  (it  is 
assumed  that  the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would 
be  flown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,186  annual  home-station  sorties 
and  an  average  of  7.78  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  9,226  amiual  home-station 
operations,  or  an  additional  2,283  airfield  operations  annually,  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  (Final  EIS, 

Table  2.3-20).  This  would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  19.0  to  25.3  (Final 
EIS,  Table  2.3-21).  There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/anival  patterns  and  tracks, 
and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (Final 
EIS,  §4.4.1,  Noise). 

Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  171  ARW  are  described  in  the  Final  EIS  (Table  2.3-22). 
Under  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  a  slight  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  due  to  the  proposed 
increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver 
aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  be  using  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in 
addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel),  but  the  minutes  in  the 
airspace  for  each  sortie,  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  change  in  any  of  the 
airspace  described. 

The  171  ARW  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for  that  conversion  (Final  EIS, 
Table  2-3-23).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with  standards  set  forth  in 
ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  would  also  be 
addressed  to  the  extent  practicable. 

Alternative  5  -  Rickenbacker  ANGS:  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  home  of  the  121st  Air  Refueling 
Wing  (121  ARW)  of  the  Ohio  Air  National  Guard  (OH  ANG).  Under  Alternative  #5,  the 
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121  ARW  would  convert  from  18  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135  BAI  to  12  KC-46A  PAA. 
Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  the  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  bases  or  retired  out  of  the  Air  Force  inventory, 
depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft. 

In  2012,  the  121  ARW  flew  2,014  sorties.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and  airport 
traffic  counts,  the  unit  flew  1,289  of  these  sorties  from  Rickenbacker  lAP,  or  64  percent  of  the 
total  annual  sorties  flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S. 
and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the 
121  ARW  conducted  6,445  operations  with  an  average  of  5.0  operations  per  sortie  at  the  airfield 
(Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-25).  Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A 
aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of  8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result 
in  2,010  amiual  sorties,  64  percent  of  which  would  be  perfonned  at  the  home-station 
(Rickenbacker  ANGS).  Thus,  it  is  expected  that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at 
Rickenbacker  lAP  amiually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the 
baseline  1,289  sorties  (it  is  assumed  that  the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current 
baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,286 
annual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of  5.33  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  6,857 
aimual  home-station  operations,  or  an  additional  412  airfield  operations  annually  at 
Rickenbacker  lAP  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3-26).  This  would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield 
operations  from  17.7  to  18.8  (Final  EIS,  Table  2.3.27).  There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to 
departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures 
would  continue  to  be  followed  (Final  EIS,  §4.5.1,  Noise). 

Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  121  ARW  are  described  in  the  Final  EIS  (Table  2.3-'28). 
Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  a  slight  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  due  to  the  proposed 
increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver 
aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  use  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to 
the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the  airspace  for 
each  sortie  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change  in  any  of  the 
airspace  described. 

The  121  ARW  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for  that  conversion  (Final  EIS, 
Table  2.3-29).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with  standards  set  forth  in 
ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  would  also  be 
addressed  to  the  extent  practicable. 

Environmentally  preferred  Alternative 

The  environmentally  preferred  alternative  is  considered  to  be  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Under 
the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown  would  not  occur,  and  the  NGB  would 
not  implement  the  components  described  above  under  the  five  Action  Alternatives. 

Public  Involvement 

Public  involvement  was  integral  to  the  Air  Force  development  of  the  Final  EIS.  Public  and 
agency  comments  were  received  and  considered,  including  those  received  during  scoping,  at 
public  hearings,  and  during  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  EIS.  Comments  received  on 
the  Final  EIS  were  considered  in  making  this  decision. 
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InfoiTnation  reflecting  public  involvement  associated  with  the  five  basing  alternative  locations 
for  MOB  2  can  be  found  in  the  Final  EIS  (pages  1-10  through  1-13,  §1.5).  Furthermore, 
Appendix  B,  provides  public  involvement  documentation  as  well  as  copies  of  comments 
received  during  the  Draft  EIS  public  comment  period.  Public  notices  and  meetings  included: 

•  Notice  of  Intent:  Published  May  17,  2013  in  the  Federal  Register,  Volume  78,  Number 
96,  pages  29120-29121. 

•  Scoping  Period:  Initiated  May  17,  2013  and  ended  July  5,  2013.  During  this  time, 
scoping  meetings  were  held  near  each  of  the  five  bases  in  Kansas,  New  Jersey,  New 
Hampshire,  Pennsylvania,  and  Ohio. 

•  Draft  EIS  Notice  of  Availability:  Published  February  7,  20 1 4  in  the  Federal  Register, 
Volume  79,  Number  26,  page  7450. 

®  Public  Comment  and  Review  Period:  A  45-day  comment  period  ending  March  24,  2014. 

•  Public  Hearings:  During  the  public  comment  and  review  period,  five  hearings  were  held 
near  each  of  the  five  bases  in  Kansas,  New  Jersey,  New  Hampshire,  Pennsylvania,  and 
Ohio. 

•  Final  EIS  Notice  of  Availability:  Published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  June  20,  2014, 
Volume  79,  Number  119,  page  35347.  This  initiated  the  mandatory  30-day  waiting 
period  prior  to  ROD  signature. 


The  Air  Force  summarized  the  substantive  comments  received  and  provided  responses  (Final 
EIS,  page  B6-202  to  B6-222,  Appendix  B). 

Agency  Coordination  and  Consultation 

As  set  out  more  completely  in  the  Final  EIS  (Appendix  B),  the  Air  Force  coordinated  and 
consulted  with  federal  and  state  agencies  and  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  (tribes).  The  federal 
and  state  agencies  responsible  for  biological  and  cultural  resources  were  contacted  early  in  the 
enviromuental  plamiing  process  and  received  Air  Force  notification  of  the  project  in  May  2013. 
The  Air  Force  consulted  on  all  of  the  alternatives  in  the  EIS.  However,  the  descriptions  that 
follow  below  describe  only  the  consultations  associated  with  the  selected  alternative  for  MOB  2; 
Pease  ANGS. 

This  decision's  regulatory  consultations  included  infonnal  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  under  §7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  Air  Force  detennined 
through  informal  consultation  with  the  USFWS  that  there  are  no  federal  or  state  threatened  or 
endangered  species  in  the  regions  of  influence  at  Pease  ANGS,  and  therefore,  no  further 
consultation  was  required. 

Pursuant  to  §106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  the  Air  Force  initiated  consultation 
with  the  New  Hampshire  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).  For  the  MOB  2  mission  at 
Pease  ANGS,  it  was  determined  that  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  archaeological  resources  or 
historic  properties  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  MOB  2  mission.  The  New  Hampshire 
SHPO  concuiTcd  with  the  detenuination  that  no  archaeological  resources  or  historic  properties 
would  be  affected. 

In  addition  to  the  coordination  and  consultation  with  federal  agencies,  the  Air  Force  also 
completed  govemment-to-govemment  consultations  with  potentially  affected  tribes.  The  Air 
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Force  has  determined  there  are  no  traditional  resources  known  to  occur  at  Pease  ANGS.  For  the 
MOB  2  mission  at  Pease  ANGS,  no  adverse  impacts  to  tribal  resources  are  anticipated. 
Consultation  with  the  one  tribe  associated  with  Pease  ANGS  resulted  in  no  issues  of  concern 
with  the  Air  Force  finding  of  no  adverse  impact.  The  §106  consultation  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2 
mission  at  Pease  ANGS  has  been  completed  (see  Final  EIS,  Appendix  B,  page  B2-3). 

Pease  ANGS  is  in  a  maintenance  area  for  ozone  (O3)  and  in  a  region  that  is  designated 
attaimnent/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  Because  the  project  region  within 
Rockingham  County  is  a  maintenance  area  for  ozone  that  is  within  a  designated  ozone  transport 
region,  the  applicable  Clean  Air  Act  General  Confonnity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  O3  precursors 
of  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  and  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  are  of  100  tons  per  year 
(tpy)  for  NOx  and  fifty  (50)  tpy  for  VOCs.  The  aggregate  peak  net  emissions  of  both  NOx  and 
VOCs  from  construction  and  operations  were  below  the  applicable  de  minimis  thresholds  and 
therefore  a  positive  general  confonnity  detennination  is  notrequired.  Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  and  construction  emissions  for  all  other  attainmmt  criteria  pollutants  would  be  below 
the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  threshold  levels  and  therefore  are  considered  not 
significant.  Impacts  from  operational  hazardous  air  pollutant  (HAP)  emissions  are  considered 
negligible. 

Mitigations  and  Management  Actions 

Avoiding  or  reducing  potential  enviromnental  impacts  was  a  consideration  guiding  the  analysis 
of  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  basing  alternatives.  Some  management  actions  are  built  or  designed  into 
the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 

Specific  management  actions  (i.e.,  those  required  by  regulation  or  Air  Force  guidance  and 
instructions)  to  facilitate  the  implementation  of  the  decision  were  identified  in  the  Final  EIS  and 
will  be  earned  forward  and  implemented.  These  measures  are  summarized  below  by  applicable 
environmental  resource  areas. 

Given  the  early  developmental  stage  of  the  KC-46A  program,  identification  of  new  data  and 
infonnation  relative  to  the  KC-46A  may  arise  and  it  is  possible  that  the  impacts  identified  in  the 
Final  EIS  (pages  2-55  through  2-68,  Table  2.6-2,  §2.6)  may  be  different  from  those  expected. 

An  understanding  of  various  aspects  that  are  part  of  a  complex  interrelated  KC-46A  operational 
enviromnent  may  not  be  achieved  without  a  more  long-tenn  process  built  around  a  continuous 
cycle  of  evaluation,  learning,  and  improvement  over  time.  To  accommodate  this  continuous 
cycle  and  to  track  management  actions  within  90  days  of  the  signature  of  this  ROD,  NGB  will 
develop  a  mitigation  plan  to  identify  principal  and  subordinate  organizations  having 
responsibility  for  oversight  and  execution  of  specific  mitigation  and  management  actions.  The 
plan  will  include  but  not  be  limited  to  the  following: 

•  Identification  of  the  specific  actions; 

•  Identification  of  the  responsible  organization  for  each  action; 

•  Timing  for  execution  of  the  actions;  and 

•  Definition  of  the  adaptive  management  approach  to  be  used. 
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Within  existing  parameters  defined  by  the  scope  of  the  analysis  contained  in  the  Final  EIS,  the 
Air  Force  may  develop  an  adaptive  management  program  as  part  of  the  overarching  KC-46A 
MOB  2  mitigation  and  monitoring  program^  in  accordance  with  the  President’s  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  mitigation  and  monitoring  guidance,  and  other  legal  and  generally 
accepted  practices.  The  Air  Force  intent  is  to  provide  flexibility  in  its  adaptive  management 
approach  in  order  to  comply  with  regulatory  requirements  and  allow  for  considered  adaptations. 
Where  the  proposed  use  of  adaptations  are  considered,  the  Air  Force  will,  before  adapting,  fully 
consider  whether  or  not  the  adaptation  triggers  the  need  for  more  foil  analysis  under  NEP  A  and 
the  Air  Force’s  EIAP  (e.g.,  supplementation,  tiering,  etc.). 

Mitigations 

Air  Quality 

•  Demolition  and  construction  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  related  to  air  quality 
will  be  implemented  that  will  reduce  potential  impacts  to  air  quality.  They  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to; 

-  Use  of  water  trucks  or  sprinkler,  systems  to  keep  areas  of  vehiple  movement  damp 
enough  to  minimize  the  generation  of  fogitive  dust 

-  Suspension  of  all  soil  disturbance  activities  when  winds  exceed  25  miles  per  hour  or 
when  visible  dust  plumes  emanate  from  the  site  and  stabilize  all  disturbed  areas  with 
water  application 

-  Designation  of  personnel  to  monitor  the  dust  control  program  and  to  increase 
watering,  as  necessary,  to  minimize  the  generation  of  dust 

-  Covering  truck  loads  that  haul  demolition  debris,  dirt,  sand,  or  gravel 

-  Restricting  idling  of  equipment  and  trucks  to  a  maximum  of  five  minutes  at  any 
location 

-  Using  electricity  from  power  poles  instead  of  temporary  diesel-  or  gasoline-powered 
generators  wherever  possible 

-  Keeping  construction  equipment  and  equipment  staging  areas  away  from  sensitive 
receptor  areas  (such  as  day  care  centers) 

Management  Actions 

As  described  in  the  Final  EIS,  management  actions  applicable  to  Pease  ANGS  for  the  MOB  2 
mission  are  listed  below  by  each  of  the  Final  EIS  resource  areas. 

Noise 

•  Portsmouth  LAP  has  published  certain  restrictions  on  flying  activities  that  could  adversely 
affect  its  neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduce  noise  impacts  while  maintaining  safe 
operations.  The  restrictions  include  guidance  for  noise  abatement  procedures  for  the 
airfield  including,  but  not  limited  to,  requiring  aircraft  departing  the  airport  to  maintain 
runway  heading  to  1 ,1 00  feet  MSL  prior  to  turning  and  not  allowing  aircraft  to  practice 


^  In  furtherance  of  NEPA's  Section  101  goals  to  "protect,  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment"  (40  Code  of 
Federai  Regulations  [CFR]  Part  1500.1(c)) 
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low  approaches  or  touch-and-go  landings  between  the  hours  of  1 1 :00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 
for  local  based  aircraft  and  from  9:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  for  transient  aircraft  or  before 
12:00  on  Sundays  for  all  aircraft.  The  noise  abatement  procedures  are  considered 
voluntary  for  military  aircraft  and  can  be  waived  based  on  mission  requirements. 

Safety 

•  Personnel  conducting  construction  and/or  demolition  activities  will  strictly  adhere  to  all 
applicable  occupational  safety  requirements  during  construction  activities. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

•  Sampling  for  asbestos-containing  material  (ACM)  and  lead-based  paint  (LBP)  will  occur 
prior  to  demolition  activities  for  those  buildings  not  previously  tested  and  materials  will 
be  handled  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157,  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act, 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  regulations.  New  Hampshire 
requirements,  and  established  ANG  procedures.  If  ACM  or  LBP  are  present,  the 

1,57  ARW  will  employ  trained  and  licensed  contractors  to  perfonn  the  ACM  and/or  LBP 
removal  work  and  will  notify  the  construction  contractors  of  the  presence  of  ACM  and/or 
LBP  so  that  appropriate  precautions  can  be  taken  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of  the 
workers. 

Earth  and  Water  Resources 

•  Construction  BMPs  will  be  employed  during  construction  activities  to  minimize  soil 
movement,  stabilize  runoff,  and  generally  control  sedimentation.  These,  BMPs  will 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to  the  development  of  a  project  specific  Stormwater  Pollution 
Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP),  regular  and  documented  site  inspections,  the  installation  of  silt 
fencing  and  sediment  traps,  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed  at  any  given  moment, 
stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet 
weather,  use  of  temporary  detention  ponds,  application  of  water  sprays  to  keep  soil  from 
becoming  airborne,  and  revegetation  of  disturbed  areas  as  soon  as  possible,  as 
appropriate. 

•  Any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  will  be 
attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features 
such  as  use  of  bioretention,  filter  strips,  vegetated  buffers,  grassed  swales,  infiltration 
trenches,  water  harvesting,  and  other  applicable  BMPs.  All  proposed  construction  is 
outside  the  100-year  floodplain. 

•  A  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  will  be  filed  with  the  United  States  Enviromnental  Protection 
Agency  (USEPA)  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  Construction  General  Penuit  (General 
Permit  No.  PAG-02)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects. 

Cultural  Resources 

•  In  the  case  of  unanticipated  or  inadvertent  cultural  resources  discoveries  made  during 
proposed  construction  activities,  the  USAF  will  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA 
and  Pease  ANGS  will  immediately  cease  all  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery.  The 
Pease  ANGS  Environmental  Manager  will  then  immediately  contact  a  qualified 
archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery. 
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Decision 

The  Air  Force  will  implement  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  beddown  up  to  twelve  (12)  KC-46A 
Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA)  under  the  NGB  for  MOB  2  at  Pease  ANGS.  The 
first  MOB  2  aircraft  are  scheduled  for  arrival  at  Pease  ANGS  in  Fiscal  Year  2018. 

Within  90  days  of  the  date  of  this  ROD,  NGB  and  Pease  ANGS  will  develop  a  mitigation  and 
monitoring  plan  that  identifies  principal  and  subordinate  organizations  having  responsibility  for 
oversight  and  execution  of  specific  mitigation  and  management  actions  defined  previously  in  this 
ROD. 


Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(Installations) 


lA 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  THE  SECOND  MAIN  OPERA  TING  BASE  (MOB  2) 

KC-46A  BEDDOWN  AT  ALTERNATIVE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  INSTALLATIONS 

a.  Responsible  and  Cooperating  Agencies:  United  States  Air  Force,  National  Guard  Bureau  (Responsible  Agencies); 
there  are  no  Cooperating  Agencies. 

b.  Title  of  Action:  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

c.  Comments  and  Inquiries:  Anne  Rowe,  NGB/A7AM,  3501  Fetchet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157, 
(240)612-8859. 

d.  Designation:  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

e.  Abstract:  This  Final  EIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 
The  public  and  agency  scoping  process  resulted  in  the  analysis  of  the  following  environmental  resources:  noise,  air 
quality,  safety,  soils  and  water,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  infrastructure  and  transportation, 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes,  socioeconomics,  and  environmental  justice  and  the  protection  of  children.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  beddown  KC-46A  aircraft  for  MOB  2  at  one  of  five  alternative  locations. 
The  goal  of  KC-46A  basing  and  fielding  is  to  continue  to  provide  optimum  Combatant  Commander  support  and  to 
efficiently  meet  regional  and  global  receiver  demands  while  replacing  the  KC-135  fleet.  This  action  would  involve 
the  beddown  of  one  KC-46A  squadron  consisting  of  12  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA),  and 
establishing  a  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB).  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A,  12  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  would  be  refired  ouf  of  the  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  fleet.  The  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the 
selected  installation  would  either  be  relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  United  States  Air 
Force  (USAF)  inventory,  depending  on  the  age  and  maintenance  status  of  each  aircraft.  Separafe  documenfafion 
would  be  prepared  if  fhe  KC-135  aircraft  are  relocated  to  another  installation.  The  beddown  of  the  MOB  2 
KC-46A  would  follow  the  Total  Force  Integration  (TFI)  concept  that  was  enacted  into  law  through  the  passage  of 
the  2008  Defense  Authorization  Act,  pairing  two  USAF  component  units  (host  and  associate)  together  to  operate  as 
one.  In  support  of  TFI,  an  active  duty  associate  unit  would  be  integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment 
under  any  of  the  action  alternatives,  enabling  joint  training  and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft. 
The  ANG  host  unit  would  be  assigned  principal  responsibility  of  the  physical  resources  for  mission 
accomplishment  (aircraft,  equipment,  facilities)  and  the  active  duty  associate  unit  would  share  those  resources. 
Five  alternative  ANG  locations  were  selected  for  this  beddown: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS  as  fhe  preferred  alfemafive. 
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ACRONYMS  AND  ABBREVIATIONS 


“C 

degree  Celsius 

CO2 

earbon  dioxide 

°F 

degree  Fahrenheit 

C02e 

earbon  dioxide  equivalent 

|ag/m^ 

mierograms  per  eubie  meter 

CONUS 

eontinental  United  States 

64ARS 

64*  Air  Refueling  Squadron 

CRAA 

Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority 

108  WG 

108*  Wing 

CWA 

Clean  Water  Aet 

121  ARW 

I2H'  Air  Refueling  Wing 

CY 

Calendar  Y  ear 

157  ARW 

157*  Air  Refueling  Wing 

CZ 

Clear  Zone 

171  ARW 

I7C'  Air  Refueling  Wing 

dB 

deeibel 

190  ARW 

190*  Air  Refueling  Wing 

DERP 

Defense  Environmental  Restoration 

AAD 

Average  Annual  Day 

Program 

AAQS 

Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

DLA 

Defense  Logisties  Ageney 

ACAA 

Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority 

DNL 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 

ACM 

asbestos-eontaining  material 

DoD 

Department  of  Defense 

ACS 

Ameriean  Community  Survey 

EIS 

Environmental  Impaet  Statement 

AFB 

Air  Foree  Base 

EISA 

Energy  Independenee  and  Seeurity  Aet 

AFCEC 

Air  Foree  Civil  Engineer  Center 

EO 

Exeeutive  Order 

AFI 

Air  Foree  Instruetion 

ERP 

Environmental  Restoration  Program 

AFMAN 

Air  Foree  Manual 

FAA 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

AFOSH 

Air  Foree  Oeeupational  Safety  and 

FAR 

Federal  Aviation  Regulations 

Health 

FEMA 

Federal  Emergeney  Management 

AFSEC 

Air  Foree  Safety  Center 

Ageney 

AGE 

Aerospaee  Ground  Equipment 

FHWA 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

AGE 

above  ground  level 

FICUN 

Federal  Interageney  Committee  on 

AICUZ 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone 

Urban  Noise 

AMC 

Air  Mobility  Command 

FL 

Flight  Level 

ANG 

Air  National  Guard 

FPPA 

Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet 

ANGS 

Air  National  Guard  Station 

FY 

fiseal  year 

AOC 

Area  of  Coneem 

FTU 

Formal  Training  Unit 

APZ 

Aeeident  Potential  Zone 

GHG 

greenhouse  gas 

ARFF 

Aireraft  Reseue  and  Fire  Fighting 

GMV 

Government  Motor  Vehiele 

ARO 

Air  Refueling  Operator 

GWP 

global  warming  potential 

ASD 

Average  Sortie  Duration 

HAP 

Hazardous  Air  Pollutant 

ASN 

Aviation  Safety  Network 

I- 

Interstate 

AST 

aboveground  storage  tank 

lAP 

International  Airport 

AT/FP 

Anti-Terrorism/Foree  Proteetion 

IFR 

Instrument  Flight  Rule 

ATADS 

Air  Traffie  Aetivity  Data  System 

INM 

Integrated  Noise  Model 

ATCAA 

Air  Traffie  Control  Assigned  Airspaee 

JBMDL 

Joint  Base  MeGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

BAI 

Baekup  Aerospaee  Vehiele  Inventory 

KIAS 

knots  indieated  airspeed 

BASH 

BirdAVildlife  Aireraft  Strike  Hazard 

KS  ANG 

Kansas  Air  National  Guard 

BOMARC 

Boeing  Miehigan  Aerospaee  Researeh 

EBP 

lead-based  paint 

Center 

FEED 

Leadership  in  Energy  and 

C2 

Command  and  Control 

Environmental  Design 

C4 

Command,  Control,  Communieations, 

LID 

Low  Impaet  Development 

and  Computers 

MBTA 

Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Aet 

CAA 

Clean  Air  Aet 

MILCON 

Military  Construetion 

CAP 

Central  Aeeumulation  Point 

MOA 

Military  Operations  Area 

CEQ 

Couneil  on  Environmental  Quality 

MOB 

Main  Operating  Base 

CERCLA 

Comprehensive  Environmental 

MOB  I 

First  Main  Operating  Base 

Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability 

MOB  2 

Seeond  Main  Operating  Base 

Aet 

MSL 

mean  sea  level 

CFR 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

MTAA 

Metropolitan  Topeka  Air  Authority 

CH4 

methane 

N2O 

nitrous  oxide 

CO 

earbon  monoxide 
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NAAQS 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality 

PMio 

particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to 

Standards 

10  microns  in  diameter 

NDAA 

National  Defense  Authorization  Act 

POL 

petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricant 

NEPA 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

POV 

privately  owned  vehicle 

NGB 

National  Guard  Bureau 

ppm 

parts  per  million 

NGB/A7AN  National  Guard  Bureau,  Asset 

PSD 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

Management  Division,  Natural 

PUD 

Planned  Unit  Development 

Infrastructure  Management  Branch 

QD 

quantity-distance 

NHANG 

New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard 

RCRA 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 

NHPA 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

Act 

NIOSH 

National  Institute  for  Occupational 

ROD 

Record  of  Decision 

Safety  and  Health 

ROI 

Region  of  Influence 

NIPTS 

Noise-Induced  Permanent  Threshold 

RPZ 

Runway  Protection  Zone 

Shift 

SAP 

satellite  accumulation  point 

NJANG 

New  Jersey  Air  National  Guard 

SEE 

Sound  Exposure  Level 

nm 

nautical  mile 

SF 

square  foot/feet 

NO2 

nitrogen  dioxide 

SHPO 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office(r) 

NOA 

Notice  of  Availability 

SIP 

State  Implementation  Plan 

NOI 

Notice  of  Intent 

SO2 

sulfur  dioxide 

NO, 

oxides  of  nitrogen 

SR 

State  Route 

NPDES 

National  Pollutant  Discharge 

SUA 

Special  Use  Airspace 

Elimination  System 

SWPPP 

Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

NRCS 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

TFI 

Total  Force  Integration 

NRHP 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

tpy 

tons  per  year 

NVIS 

Night  Vision  Imaging  System 

TSCA 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

O3 

ozone 

U.S. 

United  States 

OHANG 

Ohio  Air  National  Guard 

UFC 

Unified  Facilities  Criteria 

OSHA 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health 

USAGE 

United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Administration 

USAF 

United  States  Air  Force 

OWS 

oil/water  separator 

use 

United  States  Code 

PAANG 

Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard 

USDA 

United  States  Department  of 

PAA 

Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized 

Agriculture 

PADEP 

Pennsylvania  Department  of 

USEPA 

United  States  Environmental  Protection 

Environmental  Protection 

Agency 

Pb 

lead 

USFWS 

United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

PCB 

polychlorinated  biphenyl 

USGS 

United  States  Geological  Survey 

PDA 

Pease  Development  Authority 

UST 

underground  storage  tank 

PM2.5 

particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to 

UTBNI 

Up  to  But  Not  Including 

2.5  microns  in  diameter 

VFR 

Visual  Flight  Rule 

VOC 

volatile  organic  compound 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  analyzes  the  potential  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  the  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which 
will  be  led  by  an  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  unit.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce  proposes  to 
replace  existing  KC-135s  with  the  KC-46A  aircraft  for  MOB  2  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations.  The  five  alternative  ANG  locations  (Eigure  ES-1)  selected  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Eorbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Eakehurst  (JB  MDE),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  official  public  scoping  period  for  this  proposal  was  initiated  when  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI) 
to  prepare  the  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  May  17,  2013  and  ended  on  July  5, 
2013.  The  Notice  of  Availability  (NOA)  for  the  Draft  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  Eebruary  7,  which  initiated  a  45-day  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  EIS  that  ended  on 
March  24,  2014.  All  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIS  have  been  fully  considered  and 
addressed  in  the  Einal  EIS,  as  appropriate.  Comments  received  are  reflected  in  Appendix  B, 
Section  6,  pages  B6-223  to  B6-387.  Only  substantive  comments  were  responded  to  in  the 
Government  Responses  to  Comments,  Appendix  B,  Section  6,  pages  B6-202  to  B6-222. 

Purpose  and  Need 

Air  refueling  is  the  backbone  of  the  United  States’  (U.S.)  ability  to  project  global  reach  and 
combat  power.  Air  refueling  aircraft,  also  known  as  “tankers,”  are  a  joint  asset,  serving  our 
sister  services  and  U.S.  allies  who  rely  on  the  range  and  flexibility  of  tankers  to  strengthen  their 
contribution  to  the  coalition  fight.  Without  a  robust  air  refueling  capability,  U.S.  forces  would 
be  limited  in  their  ability  to  provide  global  reach.  The  original  mission  of  the  current  United 
States  Air  Eorce  (USAE)  air  refueling  aircraft,  the  KC-135  Stratotanker,  was  primarily  to  refuel 
strategic  bomber  aircraft  while  in  flight,  which  enhances  the  ability  of  aircraft  to  provide 
sustained  mission  capability  without  landing  to  refuel.  Through  the  course  of  the  KC-135’s 
service  life,  structural  and  functional  modifications  have  added  capabilities  to  select  aircraft. 
The  result  is  a  fleet  of  aircraft  with  multiple  configurations  and  crews  that  may  not  be  trained  to 
accomplish  every  mission  for  which  the  aircraft  is  capable.  This  lack  of  standardized  equipment 
and  training  throughout  the  fleet  limits  the  ability  for  KC-135s  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi¬ 
role  missions  or  exploit  new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  following  are  examples  of  capabilities 
that  the  current  KC-135  fleet  lacks: 
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•  Multi-Point  Refueling.  Simultaneous  refueling  of  two  probe-equipped  reeeiver  aircraft 
from  the  same  tanker  is  limited  to  20  sets  of  wing-mounted  refueling  pods  installed  on 
the  aircraft  for  the  fleet  of  tankers. 

•  Boom/Probe  and  Drogue  Refueling.  With  the  exception  of  the  refueling  pod  equipped 
aircraft,  the  KC-135  fleet  does  not  have  capability  to  perform  boom  and  probe/drogue 
refueling  on  the  same  sortie  \ 

•  Receiver  capabilities.  Only  eight  KC-135s  have  air  refueling  receptacles,  which  means 
that  only  eight  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  in  the  fleet  can  receive  fuel  in  flight.  This  restricts 
force  extension  and  limits  persistence  over  the  battlefield.  It  also  results  in  inefficient  use 
of  valuable,  but  limited  air  refueling  assets  and  limits  flexibility  within  the  maintenance 
schedule. 

•  Night  Vision  Imaging  System  (NVIS).  The  KC-135  fleet  currently  lacks  a  standard 
NVIS  for  tanker  cockpits  and  boom  operator  positions.  Additionally,  exterior  lighting  is 
not  currently  NVIS-compatible,  which  prohibits  air  refueling  in  tactical  NVIS  (low 
vision)  conditions.  This  limits  the  ability  to  perform  covert  air  refueling  operations  at 
night,  and  degrades  effectiveness  of  special  operations  support. 

•  Command,  Control,  Communications,  and  Computers  (C4).  KC-135s  lack  robust 

connectivity  to  command  and  control  agencies.  No  secure  tactical  datalink  exists  and 
these  aircraft  have  limited  C4  connectivity  to  other  combat,  combat  support,  and  mobility 
aircraft. 

•  Defensive  Protection.  KC-135s  currently  do  not  have  any  aircraft  defensive  systems. 

The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  ensure  that  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  will  have  air 
refueling  support  for  both  conventional  global  strike  and  nuclear  deterrence  operations  into  the 
future.  The  purpose  of  the  KC-46A  is  to  support  air  superiority  through  air  refueling  of  fighter, 
bomber,  attack,  special  operations.  Command  and  Control,  Intelligence,  Surveillance  and 
Reconnaissance,  and  transport  aircraft;  and  to  support  employment  of  combat  units  deploying  to 
areas  of  operations.  Finally,  the  KC-46A  will  also  support  the  Command  and  Control  core 
function  as  a  communications  “gateway”  when  equipped  with  a  roll-on  gateway  system  to 
provide  connectivity  between  tactical  network  partners  in  theater. 

The  NGB  requires  a  refueling  aircraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major  technological 
improvements  designed  to  enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness.  The  KC-46A 
is  the  USAF’s  newest  air  refueling  aircraft  that  meets  this  need.  NGB  requires  a  location  to 
beddown  the  KC-46A  aircraft  in  support  of  MOB  2.  The  base  would  support  the  beddown  and 


*  Probe  and  drogue  refueling  employs  a  flexible  hose  that  trails  from  the  tanker  aireraft.  The  drogue  is  a  fitting 
resembling  a  windsoek,  and  is  attaehed  with  a  valve  to  a  flexible  hose. 
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training  of  crewmembers  and  personnel  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft 
in  an  appropriate  geographic  location  that  can  provide  suffieient  airfield,  faeilities,  infrastructure, 
and  airspaee  to  support  the  KC-46A  training  and  operations. 

Narrowing  Process  For  Alternative  Bases 

As  previously  deseribed,  the  NGB  is  programmed  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  Primary 
Aerospace  Vehieles  Authorized  (PAA)  KC-46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative  locations. 
Identification  and  analysis  of  alternatives  is  one  of  the  core  elements  of  the  environmental 
process  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  ElSAE’s  implementing 
regulations.  The  NGB  may  expressly  eliminate  alternatives  from  detailed  analysis  based  on 
reasonable  seleetion  standards  (32  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations  [CER]  989.8(c)).  Based  on 
extensive  analysis  by  the  USAE  operations  eommunity,  a  siting  study  was  eonducted  to 
determine  the  specific  requirements  for  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  and  to  identify  potential 
military  installations  where  this  beddown  eould  occur,  hollowing  this  study,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Eorce  and  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Eoree  approved  selection  criteria  for  the  KC-46A 
beddown. 

The  approved  criteria  were  used  to  sereen  the  enterprise  of  83  eandidate  installations  to  identify 
those  installations’  eapacity  to  suceessfully  support  the  MOB  2  mission.  The  objective  criteria 
ineluded  mission,  capaeity,  environmental  considerations,  and  cost. 

The  Seeretary  of  the  Air  Eoree  eonsidered  the  objeetive  screening  results  as  well  as  qualitative 
operational  factors  in  determining  the  alternative  installations  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  mission. 
These  military  judgment  factors  included: 

•  Plans  and  Guidance 

•  Global  and  Regional  Coverage 

•  Combatant  Commander  Support 

•  Total  Eoree 

•  Beddown  Timing 

•  Eoree  Strueture 

•  Training  Requirements  and  Efficiencies 

•  Logistie  Supportability 

•  Resourees/Budgeting 
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The  Strategic  Basing  Process  described  above  resulted  in  the  identification  of  five  alternative 
bases  for  consideration. 

•  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas 

•  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio 

Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
Overview  of  the  Proposed  Action 

The  USAF  has  a  requirement  to  provide  refueling  aircraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major 
technological  improvements  designed  to  enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness. 
The  NGB  proposes  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations:  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas;  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey;  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 
Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  or  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio.  Additionally,  one  active  duty 
associate  unit  would  be  integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment,  enabling  joint  training 
and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.  Furthermore,  the  NGB  would 
implement  construction  projects  associated  with  the  aircraft  beddown  at  the  selected  installation. 
Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  selected 
installation  would  either  be  relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  USAF 
inventory. 

As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 
selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action.  The  proposed  beddown  is 
estimated  to  begin  in  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  2018  for  the  NGB,  and  construction  is  estimated  to  begin 
FY  2015.  Although  proposed  construction  is  necessary  for  the  long-term  viability  of  the 
beddown,  aircraft  operations  with  the  KC-46A  could  begin  prior  to  implementation  of  the 
construction.  Table  ES-1  summarizes  the  major  components  of  each  alternative. 
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Table  ES-1,  Summary  of  Alternatives  (Current/Proposed) 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker 

ANGS 

No  Action 
Alternative 

Refueler  Aireraft  Type 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135  / 
KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135/KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-135 

Number  of  Refueler 

Aireraft  (PAA) 

12/12 

8/12 

8/12 

16/12 

18/12 

Same  as  current 

ARW  Refueler  Flying 

Hours 

4,868  /  8,040 

3,687  /  8,040 

6,219/8,040 

6,016/8,040 

7,215/8,040 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Sorties 

1,478/2,010 

1,112/2,010 

1,382/2,010 

1,569/2,010 

2,014/2,010 

Same  as  current 

%  Home- Station  Operations 

64%  /  64% 

75%  /  75% 

44%  /  44% 

59%  /  59% 

64%  /  64% 

Same  as  current 

Home-Station  Sorties 

946/  1,286 

834/  1,508 

614/884 

926/  1,186 

1,289/  1,286 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 
Home-Station  —  ANG 

10,452  /  14,562 

8,340/  17,608 

6,140/8,840 

6,943  /  9,226 

6,445  /  6,857 

Same  as  current 

Total  Aetual  Airfield 
Operations  (ineluding 

ANG)  based  on  2012 
FAA/Tower  reports 

24,630/28,740 

62,686/71,875 

37,410/40,110 

139,217/  141,500 

39,436/39,848 

Same  as  current 

Total  FAR  Part  150 
(Baseline  2006/2007) 
Approved  Operations 
(ineluding  ANG) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

321,436'/ 

317,602 

67,160^60,877 

Same  as  current 

Construetion  —  new 

Hangar 

modifications; 

ramp/taxiway 

modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

new  fuel 
hydrants;  new 
simulator 
building; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

building 
additions;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 
modifications; 
new  fuel 
hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/  taxiway 
modifications 

None 

Construetion  —  renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

None 

Proposed  Personnel  Change 
(ANG  and  active  duty) 

-094 

+2S7 

+\ll 

-f59 

-fl97 

0 

Notes:  1.  2006  Part  150  Study  data 
2.  2007  Part  150  Study  data 

ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst;  PAA  =  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized;  ARW  =  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  ANG  =  Air  National  Guard;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
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Requirements  of  the  Proposed  Action 

Aircraft  Beddown/Transition 

The  KC-46A  is  planned  to  eventually  replace  existing  USAF  KC-135s.  The  NGB  proposes  to 
begin  this  proeess  by  replaeing  the  aireraft  at  the  seleeted  loeation  with  12  KC-46A  operational 
aireraft  (regardless  of  how  many  aireraft  are  eurrently  at  the  alternative  loeation).  It  is  estimated 
that  the  12  KC-46A  aireraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  seleeted  loeation  beginning  in  FY  2018. 
The  existing  KC-135  aireraft  at  the  seleeted  location  would  either  be  reloeated  to  another 
installation  and/or  would  be  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory.  The  reloeation/retirement 
aetions  would  be  evaluated  under  NEPA,  as  appropriate. 

Faeility  and  Infrastrueture  Requirements 

While  basing  the  KC-46A  would  require  eertain  facilities  and  infrastrueture  to  support  neeessary 
training  and  operational  requirements,  utilizing  existing  infrastrueture  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  eomprises  a  fundamental  basis  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Where  existing  faeilities  and 
infrastrueture  eannot  meet  the  needs  of  the  Proposed  Aetion,  the  NGB  would  implement 
eonstruetion  of  neeessary  new  and/or  renovated  infrastructure  and  facilities  at  the  seleeted 
alternative  installation.  The  type  of  eonstruetion  needed  would  vary  by  installation  (Table  ES-1). 

Personnel  Changes 

The  KC-46A  would  provide  substantial  expanded  eapabilities  with  only  minor  overall  ehanges  in 
military  personnel;  however,  the  mission  would  require  basing  suffieient  and  appropriate 
personnel  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Wing  and  to  provide  neeessary  support  serviees.  In 
addition,  there  would  be  an  aetive  duty  assoeiate  unit  based  with  the  selected  MOB  2  alternative 
installation.  The  ehange  in  number  of  personnel  would  vary  by  installation  (Table  ES-1). 

KC-46A  Operations 

Under  the  Proposed  Aetion,  the  12  PAA  KC-46A  aireraft  would  fly  670  hours  per  aireraft,  per 
year,  for  a  total  of  8,040  hours  annually.  Because  this  is  a  new  aireraft  flying  with  a  eombination 
of  ANG  and  assoeiate  aetive  duty  personnel,  a  uniform  distribution  of  flying  hours  was  assumed 
for  eaeh  alternative.  This  is  eonsidered  a  eonservative  estimate  and  any  deviation  from  this 
would  likely  be  fewer  hours  flown.  Thus,  with  an  estimated  average  sortie  duration  (ASD)  of 
4.0  hours,  the  KC-46A  aireraft  would  fly  2,010  sorties  annually.  The  2,010  annual  sorties  would 
be  flown  at  a  eombination  of  the  unit’s  home-station  as  well  as  off-station  airfields,  where  they 
are  able  to  train  in  a  different  setting  than  their  home-station.  Eaeh  of  the  five  alternative 
installations  eurrently  fly  a  different  number  of  airfield  operations  per  sortie,  as  well  as  a 
different  pereent  of  home-station/off-station  operations.  In  developing  the  analysis  for  eaeh 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Executive  Summary 


ES-7 


Final  -  June  2014 


installation,  the  installations’  unique  ratio  of  airfield  operations  was  assumed  to  remain  the  same 
into  the  future,  as  were  the  percent  of  home-station/off-station  operations.  This  resulted  in  a 
range  of  home-station  airfield  operations  across  the  five  action  alternatives.  Further,  it  is 
recognized  that  there  is  a  recent  trend  toward  an  increasing  use  of  flight  simulators,  which  can 
reduce  the  number  of  hours  flown.  However,  without  a  clear  definition  in  the  use  of  the 
simulator  as  opposed  to  actual  airfield  operations,  the  full  8,040  flying  hour  program  has  been 
analyzed  for  each  action  alternative.  No  changes  are  proposed  to  airfield  departure/arrival 
patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,  and  use  of  runways  from  those  that  are  currently  performed 
with  the  KC-135  at  each  MOB  2  location.  Any  existing  noise  abatement  procedures  would 
continue  to  be  followed. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  some  increases  in  the  frequency  of  use  and  number 
of  operations  conducted  in  the  airspace  currently  used  by  the  KC-135,  depending  on  the  increase 
of  sorties  over  the  current  baseline  at  each  alternative  installation.  The  KC-46A  would  use  the 
same  airspace  currently  used  by  the  selected  installation,  with  no  new  airspace  required  to 
support  the  mission.  The  types  of  airspace  used  would  consist  of  published  air  refueling  tracks. 
Anchors,  Warning  Areas,  and  Military  Operations  Areas  (MOAs).  These  are  found  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  AP/IB,  Flight  Information  Publication,  and  Area  Planning 
documents.  All  air  refueling  is  accomplished  above  10,000  feet  mean  sea  level  (MSL),  although 
some  MOAs  are  approved  for  lower  altitude  flight  for  training  not  involving  air  refueling.  While 
a  large  percentage  of  air  refueling  occurs  close  to  the  home-station  airfield,  KC-135  aircraft 
refuel  in  other  refueling  tracks  and  Warning  Areas  located  throughout  the  U.S.  Under  the 
Proposed  Action,  the  KC-46A  would  use  the  airspace  in  the  same  manner  as  the  KC-135  aircraft. 
It  is  anticipated  that  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  and  conduct  flight  operations 
similar  to  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft;  therefore,  detailed  analysis  of  airspace  has  not  been 
conducted  in  this  EIS. 

Identification  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 

The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
beddown.  The  USAF  selected  Pease  ANGS  based  on  an  operational  analysis,  results  of  site 
surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors. 

No  Action  Alternative 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulation  40  CER  §  1502.14(d)  specifically 
requires  analysis  of  the  “No  Action”  alternative  in  all  NEPA  documents.  Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown  would  not  occur,  and  the  NGB  would  not  implement 
the  components  described  above  under  the  five  Action  Alternatives.  There  would  be  no  change 
in  based  aircraft;  use  of  the  airfield  at  the  proposed  locations;  or  use  of  Special  Use  Airspace 
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(SUA),  construction,  or  personnel  assigned  to  the  KC-46A  aireraft  squadron.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  the  NGB  would  continue  to  conduet  their  eurrent  mission  using  the  existing 
KC-135  aireraft  with  multiple  eonfigurations  and  crews  that  are  not  trained  to  aceomplish  every 
mission.  This  laek  of  standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the  fleet  would  eontinue 
to  negatively  impaet  the  ability  for  KC-135  airerews  to  support,  on  a  large  seale,  multi-role 
missions  or  exploit  new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  eontinued  use  of  the  KC-135  aireraft  would 
not  meet  the  identified  needs  of  the  NGB  or  the  USAF;  however,  this  alternative  is  earned 
forward  for  analysis  in  this  EIS  per  CEQ  regulations,  and  as  a  baseline  from  whieh  to  compare 
the  potential  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

Environmental  Consequences 

NEPA  requires  foeused  analysis  on  environmental  resourees  and  impaet  topies  potentially 
affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  or  its  alternatives.  Based  on  the  potential  for  the  Proposed 
Aetion  to  affeet  the  environment  at  and  surrounding  the  five  alternative  loeations,  as  well  as 
public  and  agency  concerns,  several  speeific  environmental  resources  were  evaluated  in  detail  in 
this  EIS.  The  potential  consequences  of  eaeh  alternative  on  these  resourees  were  evaluated  and 
are  summarized  in  Table  ES-2. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Noise  1 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by  4, 1 10 
(39  pereent  inerease  in 

190  ARW  operations,  17 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  41  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
inerease  by  9,268  (111 
pereent  inerease  in  108 

WG  operations,  15  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  inerease  by 
1,831  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by 

2,700  (44  pereent 
inerease  in  157  ARW 
operations,  7  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
inerease  by  135  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  deerease  by  3,834 
(29  pereent  deerease 
from  the  eurrently 
published  baseline  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
[2006];  and  a  2  pereent 
inerease  in  aetual  2012 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  79  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
deerease  by  6,283  (48 
pereent  deerease  from  the 
eurrently  published 
baseline  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  [2007];  and  a  1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  deerease 
by  99  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  The  noise 
environment  at  eaeh  of  the  five 
alternative  airfields  would 
eontinue  to  be  managed  through 
their  existing  AtCUZ  or  FAR 

Part  150  airfield  eompatibility 
programs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  Noise  impaets  at  any 
of  the  alternative  installations 
under  the  No  Aetion  Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Air  Quality  | 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located 
in  an  attainment  area  for 
all  criteria  pollutants. 
While  there  would  be 
increases  in  operational 
criteria  pollutant 
emissions,  they  would  be 
below  the  PSD 
threshold,  and  would  not 
be  significant.  Impacts 
from  construction 
emissions  and 
operational  HAP 
emissions  would  be 
negligible. 

The  108  WG  installation  is 
in  a  nonattainment  area  for 
03  (marginal 
nonattainment)  and 
maintenance  area  for 

PM2.5  and  CO,  and  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 

Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants,  except  NOx, 
which  would  be  above  the 
de  minimis  threshold  of  100 
tpy.  A  conformity 
determination  will  be 
prepared.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions  and 
operational  HAP  emissions 
are  negligible. 

The  Pease  ANGS 
installation  is  in  a 
maintenance  area  for 

03,  and  is  therefore 
subject  to  de  minimis 
thresholds.  Impacts 
from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all 
criteria  pollutants. 

Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP 
emissions  are 
negligible. 

The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
located  within  a  non¬ 
attainment  area  for 

PM2.5,  a  moderate 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  1997  8-hour  03 
standard,  and  is 
classified  as  a  marginal 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  2008  8-hour  03 
standard,  according  to  40 
CFR  81.339.  The 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 
Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  FLAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

The  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
is  located  in  a 
nonattainment  area  for  the 
03  and  PM2.5  NAAQS. 
While  there  are  increases 
in  operational  criteria 
pollutant  emissions,  they 
are  below  the  PSD/de 
minimis  thresholds  for  all 
pollutants  and  are  not 
significant.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  FLAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

Air  Quality  at  each  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
currently  is.  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  Emissions  at  each 
of  the  alternative  installations 
would  continue  to  be  in 
compliance  with  their  respective 
SIPs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  to  Air  Quality 
at  each  alternative  installation 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Executive  Summary 


ES-11 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Safety  | 

There  would  be  a  39 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

1 90  ARW  airfield 
operations  (17  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Forbes 

Field  Airport  with 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  1 1 1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

108  WG  airfield  operations 
(15  pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at  JB 
MDL  with  a  eommensurate 
inerease  in  mishap  and 
BASF!  potential. 

There  would  be  a  44 
pereent  inerease  in 
aetual  157  ARW 
airfield  operations  (7 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Portsmouth  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  33 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  171  ARW  airfield 
operations  (2  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Pittsburgh 
lAP  with  a 

eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  6 
pereent  inerease  over  the 
aetual  2012  121  ARW 
airfield  operations  (1 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Riekenbaeker  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease  in 
mishap  and  BASH 
potential. 

Both  ground  and  flight  safety  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  There  would 
be  no  additional  impaets  to 

Safety  under  the  No  Aetion 
Alternative. 

Constmetion  aetivities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  teehniques.  During  eonstmetion,  standard  eonstmetion  safety  proeedures 
would  be  employed,  and  striet  adherenee  to  all  applieable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  proeedures  would  further  minimize  the 
relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  eonstmetion  aetivities.  Impaets  to  safety  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

Soils  and  Water  | 

There  would  be 
approximately  5.9  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  no  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.7  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  2.4  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  3.0  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  0.5 
aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.3  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  2.0  aeres 
of  new  impervious 
surfaee  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  8.5  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  0.3  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

Soils  and  Water  Resourees  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impaets  to  Soils  and  Water 
Resourees  as  a  result  of  the  No 
Aetion  alternative. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion, 
mnoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstmetion 
praetiees  would  be  implemented.  In  addition,  as  the 
eonstmetion  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the 
surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the 
Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this 
alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion,  mnoff,  and  sedimentation, 
standard  eonstmetion  praetiees  would  be  implemented.  Proposed  eonstmetion 
would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet 
does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  As  a  result,  impaets  to  soil  and  water  resourees 
would  be  negligible. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Biological  Resources  I 

No  impacts  to  vegetation 
and  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be 
impereeptibly  benefieial 
due  to  the  slight  decrease 
in  noise. 

39  percent  increase  in 

190  ARW  (17  percent 
increase  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  due 
to  constmction  would  be 
negligible. 

No  speeial  status  species 
or  eritieal  habitat  is 
known  to  oeeur  on 

Forbes  Field  Airport; 
therefore,  there  would  be 
no  impacts  to  these 
species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  minor. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  expected  to  be 
minor  due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and  the 
temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

Ill  percent  inerease  in  108 
WG  (15  percent  inerease  in 
total)  airfield  operations 
may  result  in  a  slight 
inereased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes 
to  occur,  including  those 
with  migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  speeies 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  oceur  on  McGuire  Field. 
Six  state  listed  species  are 
known  to  oecur  on 

McGuire  Field.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  and  impaets 
to  state  listed  speeies  would 
be  minor. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from 
operational  noise  would 
be  expected  to  be  minor 
due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and 
the  temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

44  percent  inerease  in 

157  ARW  (7  pereent 
inerease  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  inereased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 
No  federally  listed 
species  or  eritieal 
habitat  is  known  to 
occur  on  Portsmouth 
lAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  signifieant  impacts  to 
wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be  minor 
due  to  the  33  percent 
increase  in  171  ARW 
airfield  operations.  This 
small  inerease  in  the 
airfield  operations  may 
also  result  in  a  slight 
increased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  oceur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  or 
critical  habitat  is  known 
to  occur  on  Pittsburgh 

LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  species. 
There  would  be  no 
impacts  to  state  listed 
species. 

Impaets  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impaets  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  minor  due  to  the 

6  percent  increase  in  121 
ARW  airfield 
operations.  This  small 
increase  in  the  airfield 
operations  may  also  result 
in  a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  to  occur,  including 
those  with  migratory 
birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 

No  federally  listed  species 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  occur  on  Rickenbacker 
LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  speeies. 

There  would  be  no  change  to 
Biological  Resources  under  this 
alternative. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impaets  to  Biological  Resources 
as  a  result  of  the  No  Aetion 
Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Cultural  Resources  | 

Construction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements. 

Minor  interior 
modifications  to 

Building  679  would  not 
affect  the  NRHP- 
eligibility  of  the  building. 
The  Kansas  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  and 
no  known  traditional 
resources  are  known  to 
occur.  Two  responses 
have  been  received  from 
the  Kaw  Nation  and  the 
Wichita  and  Affiliated 
Tribes  stating  that  they 
have  no  objection  to  the 
Proposed  Action. 
Additional  efforts  were 
made  to  contact  non- 
responsive  tribes 
without  success.  While 
the  NGB  and  the  USAF 
values  its  relationship 
with  all  tribes  and  will 
continue  to  consult  on 
other  planning  efforts 

Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
primarily  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  A 
small  amount  of 
constmction  (0.15  acre) 
would  occur  in  forested 
area  near  this  developed 
area.  Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys  at 
McGuire  Field,  the  area  of 
proposed  constmction  does 
not  contain  any  known 
NRFlP-eligible  sites  and  is 
considered  to  have  a  low 
potential  for  containing 
buried  materials.  The  New 
Jersey  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  No  traditional 
resources  have  been 
identified.  Responses  from 
the  Delaware  Tribe  of 
Indians  and  the  Delaware 
Nation  stated  that  their 
review  indicated  no 
religious  or  culturally 
significant  sites  in  the  area. 
SHPO  consultation  for  this 
EIS  has  provided 
concurrence  that  no  historic 
properties  would  be 

Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys 
on  the  installation,  the 
area  of  proposed 
constmction  does  not 
contain  any  known 
NRHP-eligible  sites  or 
traditional  resources. 
Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  The 
New  Hampshire  SHPO 
has  concurred  with 
these  findings.  The 
Penobscot  Indian 

Nation  is  the  only 
federally-recognized 
tribal  entity  affiliated 
with  Pease  ANGS,  and 
has  responded  stating 
that  they  have  no  issues 
with  the  Proposed 

Action.  No  impacts  to 
cultural  impacts  would 
be  expected  to  occur. 

The  installation  contains 
no  known  traditional 
resources.  Given  the 
extensive  development 
on  the  installation,  it  is 
unlikely  that  there  are 
traditional  resources 
located  at  the  Pittsburgh 
ANGS.  Constmction 
activities  associated  with 
this  alternative  are 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements  and 
all  impacts  would  be 
negligible. 

Correspondence  has 
been  received  from  all 
tribes  consulted 
including  the  Seneca 
Nation  of  Indians,  the 
Cayuga  Nation  of  New 
York,  the  Tonowanda 
Band  of  Seneca, 

Tuscarora  Nation  of 

New  York,  and  the 
Onondaga  Nation  of 

New  York  stating  that 
they  have  no  objection  to 
the  Proposed  Action 

Constmction  activities  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 
would  be  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in 
the  areas  of  the  aircraft 
hangars  and  airfield 
pavements.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  for 
cultural  resources  and  no 
traditional  cultural 
resources  are  known  to 
exist  in  the  area.  The  one 
significant  archaeological 
resource  that  is  located 
within  the  installation  is 
not  within  the  proposed 
constmction  areas  and 
would  not  be  impacted. 

Two  NRHP-eligible 
hangars  (883  and  885) 
could  be  adversely 
impacted  by  constmction 
under  this  alternative. 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  have 
developed  a 

Programmatic 

Agreement  stating  that  if 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB 

2  KC-46A  beddown, 
additional  consultation 
would  be  conducted  to 
minimize  and  mitigate 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Cultural  Resources  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  they  currently  are. 

None  of  the  proposed  facility 
constmction/reno various  would 
occur  at  any  of  the  installations, 
and  thus,  there  would  be  no 
potential  impacts  to  facilities  that 
are  eligible  for  listing  on  the 

NRHP.  There  would  be  no 
surface  disturbance  from 
constmction  activities,  and  thus 
no  potential  to  impact  unknown 
archaeological  resources.  There 
would  be  no  additional  impacts 
to  Cultural  Resources  as  a  result 
of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

or  matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes,  Seetion  106 
eonsultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Forbes  ANGS  is  now 
eomplete. 

affeeted  under  the  proposed 
aetion. 

adverse  effeets  to  these 
buildings. 

Correspondenee  has  been 
reeeived  from  the  Peoria 
Tribe  of  Indians,  the 
Pokagon  Band  of 
Potawatomi  Indians,  the 
Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  of 

North  Dakota,  the 

Delaware  Nation,  and  the 
Shawnee  Tribe  who 
indieated  that  they  had  no 
objeetion  to  the  proposed 
projeet.  Additional 
efforts  were  made  to 
eontaet  non-responsive 
tribes  without  sueeess. 
While  the  NGB  and  the 
USAF  values  its 
relationship  with  all 
tribes  and  will  eontinue 
to  eonsult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or 
matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes,  Seetion  106 
eonsultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Riekenbaeker  ANGS  is 
now  eomplete. 

1  Land  Use  | 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
inerease  by  4, 1 1 0  ( 1 7 
pereent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would  inerease 
by  9,268  (15  pereent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
inerease  by  2,700  (44 
pereent). 

Airfield  operations 
would  deerease  by  3,834 
(29  pereent  deerease) 
from  the  eurrently 

The  number  of  airfield 
operations  would  deerease 
by  6,283  (48  pereent 
deerease)  from  the 

Land  Use  at  eaeh  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
eurrently  is.  Eaeh  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
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Forbes  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
decrease  by  41  acres  (55 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property). 
Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would  be 
compatible  with  current 
land  use  and  zoning 
designations  and  would 
result  in  imperceptibly 
beneficial  impacts  by 
reducing  the  off-airport 
areas  currently  exposed 
to  a  DNL  between  65  dB 
and  70  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


JBMDL 


Acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  off  DoD-controlled 
property  would  increase  by 
419  acres.  An  additional  8 
acres  of  residential  use 
areas  would  be  exposed  to 
greater  than  65  dB  DNL. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would 
not  change  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  minor  adverse 
impacts  due  to  an  increase 
in  off-airport  areas 
(including  residential  areas) 
exposed  to  a  DNL  between 
65  dB  and  75  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not  be 
affected. 


Pease  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
increase  by  135  acres. 
Of  this  increase  in 
acreage,  4  acres  would 
be  off  airport-controlled 
property. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due 
to  the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  due  to  an 
increase  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would 
not  be  affected. 


Pittsburgh  ANGS 


published  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  (2006),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  79  acres.  There 
would  be  a  decrease  of 
approximately  23  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property.  Current  land 
use  and  zoning 
designations  would  not 
change  due  to  the  basing 
oftheKC-46A.  This 
alternative  would  result 
in  negligible  impacts  in 
off-airport  areas  exposed 
to  a  DNL  above  65  dB. 
Airport  Hazard  Areas 
would  not  be  affected. 


Rickenbacker  ANGS 


currently  published  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
(2007),  and  the  acreage 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
(and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  99  acres. 

Decrease  of  72  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property,  resulting  in  345 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property  that  lie 
within  the  65  dB  contour. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the  KC-46A. 
This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


No  Action  Alternative 


KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impaets  to  Land  Use 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative 
at  any  of  the  alternative  locations. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Infrastructure  and  Transportation  | 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is 
expected  that  the  existing  infrastmcture  is  generally  adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative. 
Impacts  to  infrastmcture  resulting  from  constmction  would  be  negligible  since  any  intermption  of  utility  services  or  increased  demand  on 
infrastmcture  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to  infrastmcture  would  be  negligible. 

Infrastmcture  and  Transportation 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  they  currently 
are.  There  would  be  no  change 
to  the  based  personnel  at  any  of 
the  alternative  locations.  There 
would  be  no  increase  in  use  of 
various  utilities  or  roadway 
systems  under  this  alternative. 
There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  | 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  190 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

One  of  the  ERP  Sites, 

SS-39,  overlaps  with  a 
portion  of  the  existing  fuel 
hydrants  that  would  be 
capped,  as  well  as  the 
proposed  addition  to 

Hangar  3336.  Remedial 
investigation  is  on-going 
with  this  site.  It  is 
recommended  that  a  vapor 
intmsion  analysis/testing  is 
completed  prior  to 
constmction  to  investigate 
any  potential  concern.  If 
testing  indicates  a  vapor 
intmsion  concern,  the 
installation  would 
implement  practices  in 
accordance  with  site- 
specific  vapor  mitigation 
design  considerations.  If 
contaminated  media  were 
encountered  during  the 
course  of  site  preparation 
or  site  development,  work 
would  cease  until  108  WG 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and  state 
agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 
ERP  sites.  Impacts 
relative  to  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes 
would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  171 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP  site 
that  overlaps  proposed 
constmction  is  closed. 
However,  if  contaminated 
media  are  encountered 
during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work  would 
cease  until  121  ARW 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative  location.  The  benefit 
of  eliminating  ozone  depleting 
substances  with  the  KC-46A 
would  not  be  realized. 

The  throughput  and  management 
of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  not  change  from 
baseline  conditions. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Wastes  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

There  would  not  be  an  inereased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this  alternative.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  needed 
for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of 
the  KC-135  fleet.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  eonstmetion  aetivities  would  be  managed  per 
applieable  USAF  regulations. 

Socioeconomics  | 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  eonstmetion  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible  resulting  from  eonstmetion  payrolls  and  materials 
purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from  proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

Socioeconomics  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  The  minor  economic 
benefit  of  additional  based 
personnel  and  eonstmetion 
activity  would  not  occur  at  any  of 
the  alternative  installations. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Socioeconomics  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  | 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
ineluding  no  minority  or 
low-ineome  populations, 
and  no  additional  sehools 
loeated  within  the 
vieinity  of  Forbes  Field 
Airport  exposed  to  a 

DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impaets 
to  minority  or  low- 
ineome  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
speeial  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

The  percentage  of  minority 
and  low-income  persons 
affected  would  remain 
approximately  the  same  as 
baseline. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to 
minority  or  low- income 
populations.  The  child 
development  center  that  is 
currently  under  the  65  dB 
contour  would  be  located 
under  the  70  dB  contour. 
There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

There  are  no  residential 
areas  within  the  noise 
contours.  No  additional 
schools  would  be 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Portsmouth 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate 
impacts  to  minority  or 
low-income  populations 
and  no  special  health  or 
safety  risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low-income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Pittsburgh 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
special  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low- income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
exposed  to  a  DNL  of  65 
dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low-income 
populations. 

There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  There  were  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to  low- 
income,  minority,  or  children 
identified  under  any  of  the  action 
alternatives.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  as  a  result  of 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Notes:  190  ARW  =  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  dB  =  decibel;  DNL  =  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level;  DoD  =  Department  of  Defense;  108  WG  =  108*’  Wing;  157  ARW  =  157*  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations;  AICUZ  =  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone;  ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant 


Deterioration;  HAP  =  hazardous  air  pollutant;  O3  =  ozone;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen; 
tpy  =  tons  per  year;  CFR  =  Code  of  Federal  Regulations;  SIP  =  State  Implementation  Plan;  BASH  =  Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix- 
Lakehurst;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  171  ARW  =  17U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  121  ARW  =  12U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  NRHP  =  National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  SHPO  =  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office;  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program;  EBP  =  lead-based  paint;  ACM  =  asbestos-containing  material;  USAF  =  United  States  Air  Force 
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CHAPTER  1 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


1,1  Introduction 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  existing  KC-135s  with  the  KC-46A,  which 
will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  plans  to  identify  locations  for  the 
beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating  base  (MOB  1),  which  will 
both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  Second  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  unit.  The  FTU 
alternative  installations  are  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB, 
Kansas.  The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  both  Altus  and  McConnell  AFBs,  in 
addition  to  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota.  This  particular 
document  will  analyze  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  MOB  2  beddown 
only,  and  will  further  reference  the  proposed  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddowns  only  as  necessary  in 
the  context  of  the  proposed  MOB  2  beddown.  A  separate  environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
is  currently  being  prepared  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddowns. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  beddown 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  MOB  2  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations.  The  goal  of  KC-46A  basing  and  fielding  is 
to  continue  to  provide  optimum  Combatant 
Commander  support  and  to  efficiently  meet  regional 
and  global  receiver  demands  while  replacing  existing 
KC-135S.  This  action  would  involve  the  beddown  of 
one  KC-46A  squadron  consisting  of  12  Primary 
Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA),  and 
establishing  a  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB).  Five  alternative  ANG  locations  (Figure 
1.1-1)  were  selected  for  this  beddown  based  on  criteria  identified  in  Section  2.2: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 
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Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A,  12  existing  KC-135  aireraft  would  be  retired 
out  of  the  USAF  fleet.  The  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  seleeted  installation  would  either  be 
relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  age 
and  maintenance  status  of  each  aircraft.  Separate  doeumentation  would  be  prepared  if  the 
KC-135  aireraft  are  relocated  to  another  installation.  The  beddown  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
would  follow  the  Total  Foree  Integration  (TFl)  coneept  that  was  enacted  into  law  through  the 
passage  of  the  2008  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  (NDAA),  pairing  two  USAF 
component  units  (host  and  assoeiate)  together  to  operate  as  one.  TFl  supports  USAF 
transformation  by  developing,  promoting,  and  implementing  new  and  creative  organizational 
eonstructs  and  by  advoeating  ehanges  in  personnel  poliey  that  enhanee  the  integration  of  active, 
reserve,  and  eivilian  work  forees.  In  support  of  TFl,  an  active  duty  associate  unit  would  be 
integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment  under  any  of  the  aetion  alternatives,  enabling 
joint  training  and  exeeution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.  The  ANG  host  unit  would 
be  assigned  prineipal  responsibility  of  the  physieal  resources  for  mission  aecomplishment 
(aireraft,  equipment,  facilities)  and  the  aetive  duty  assoeiate  unit  would  share  those  resources. 

In  aecordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Poliey  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969  (42  United  States 
Code  [USC]  4321-4347),  Couneil  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations  for 
Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations  [CER]  Parts 
1500-1508),  and  Air  Eorce  Instruction  (API)  32-7061  as  promulgated  at  32  CER  Part  989  et  seq.. 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  has  prepared  this 
EIS,  that  considers  the  potential  consequenees  to  the  human  and  natural  environment  that  may 
result  from  implementation  of  this  aetion. 

1 ,2  Purpose  and  Need  eor  the  Proposed  Action 

1.2,1  Purpose  of  Action 

Air  refueling  is  the  baekbone  of  the  United  States’  (U.S.)  ability  to  project  global  reach  and 
combat  power.  Air  refueling  aireraft,  also  known  as  “tankers,”  are  a  joint  asset,  serving  our 
sister  services  and  U.S.  allies  who  rely  on  the  range  and  flexibility  of  tankers  to  strengthen  their 
eontribution  to  the  coalition  fight.  Without  a  robust  air  refueling  capability,  U.S.  forces  would 
be  limited  in  their  ability  to  provide  global  reach.  The  original  mission  of  the  current  USAP  air 
refueling  aireraft,  the  KC-135  Stratotanker,  was  primarily  to  refuel  strategie  bomber  aircraft 
while  in  flight,  which  enhances  the  ability  of  aireraft  to  provide  sustained  mission  eapability 
without  landing  to  refuel.  Through  the  eourse  of  the  KC-135’s  service  life,  structural  and 
functional  modifications  have  added  capabilities  to  select  aircraft.  The  result  is  a  fleet  of  aircraft 
with  multiple  configurations  and  crews  that  may  not  be  trained  to  aeeomplish  every  mission  for 
whieh  the  aireraft  is  capable.  This  lack  of  standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the 
fleet  limits  the  ability  for  KC-135s  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi-role  missions  or  exploit 
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new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  following  are  examples  of  capabilities  that  the  current  KC-135 
fleet  lacks. 

•  Multi-Point  Refueling.  Simultaneous  refueling  of  two  probe-equipped  receiver  aircraft 
from  the  same  tanker  is  limited  to  20  sets  of  wing-mounted  refueling  pods  installed  on 
the  aircraft  for  the  fleet  of  tankers. 

•  Boom/Probe  and  Drogue  Refueling.  With  the  exception  of  the  refueling  pod  equipped 
aircraft,  the  KC-135  fleet  does  not  have  capability  to  perform  boom  and  probe/drogue 
refueling  on  the  same  sortie  \ 

•  Receiver  capabilities.  Only  eight  KC-135s  have  air  refueling  receptacles,  which  means 
that  only  eight  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  in  the  fleet  can  receive  fuel  in  flight.  This  restricts 
force  extension  and  limits  persistence  over  the  battlefield.  It  also  results  in  inefficient  use 
of  valuable,  but  limited  air  refueling  assets  and  limits  flexibility  within  the  maintenance 
schedule. 

•  Night  Vision  Imaging  System  (NVIS).  The  KC-135  fleet  currently  lacks  a  standard 
NVIS  for  tanker  cockpits  and  boom  operator  positions.  Additionally,  exterior  lighting  is 
not  currently  NVIS-compatible,  which  prohibits  air  refueling  in  tactical  NVIS  (low 
vision)  conditions.  This  limits  the  ability  to  perform  covert  air  refueling  operations  at 
night,  and  degrades  effectiveness  of  special  operations  support. 

•  Command,  Control,  Communications,  and  Computers  (C4).  KC-135s  lack  robust 

connectivity  to  command  and  control  agencies.  No  secure  tactical  datalink  exists  and 
these  aircraft  have  limited  C4  connectivity  to  other  combat,  combat  support,  and  mobility 
aircraft. 

•  Defensive  Protection.  KC-135s  currently  are  not  normally  equipped  with  aircraft 
defensive  systems,  which  limits  aircraft  from  operating  in  anything  other  than  a  low- 
threat  environment. 

The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  ensure  that  the  NGB  will  have  air  refueling  support  for  both 
conventional  global  strike  and  nuclear  deterrence  operations  into  the  future.  The  purpose  of  the 
KC-46A  is  to  support  air  superiority  through  air  refueling  of  fighter,  bomber,  attack,  special 
operations.  Command  and  Control,  Intelligence,  Surveillance  and  Reconnaissance,  and  transport 
aircraft;  and  to  support  employment  of  combat  units  deploying  to  areas  of  operations.  Finally, 
the  KC-46A  will  also  support  the  Command  and  Control  (C2)  core  function  as  a  communications 
“gateway”  when  equipped  with  a  roll-on  gateway  system  to  provide  connectivity  between 
tactical  network  partners  in  theater. 


*  Probe  and  drogue  refueling  employs  a  flexible  hose  that  trails  from  the  tanker  aireraft.  The  drogue  is  a  fitting 
resembling  a  windsoek,  and  is  attached  with  a  valve  to  a  flexible  hose. 
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1,2,2  Need  for  Action 

In  support  of  the  USAF  worldwide  operations  and  as  part  of  the  TFI,  the  NGB  requires  a 
refueling  aireraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major  teehnologieal  improvements  designed  to 
enhanee  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness.  The  KC-46A  is  the  USAF’s  newest  air 
refueling  aircraft  that  meets  this  need.  NGB  requires  a  location  to  beddown  the  KC-46A  aircraft 
in  support  of  MOB  2.  The  base  will  support  the  beddown  and  training  of  crewmembers  and 
personnel  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  in  an  appropriate  geographic 
location  that  can  provide  sufficient  airfield,  facilities,  infrastructure,  and  airspace  to  support  the 
KC-46A  training  and  operations. 

1,3  Background  of  the  KC-46A 

1,3,1  Aircraft  Characteristics 

This  section  compares  the  aircraft  characteristics  of  the  KC-46A  and  the  existing  KC-135.  Some 
key  specifications  of  the  KC-135  and  the  KC-46A  are  compared  in  Table  1.3-1 


Table  1,3-1,  Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A 


Specification 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

Length 

136  feet,  3  inches 

165  feet,  6  inches 

Height 

41  feet,  8  inches 

52  feet,  10  inches 

Wingspan 

130  feet,  10  inches 

156  feet,  1  inch 

Power  Plant 

4F108  CF-100 

2  Pratt  Whitney  4062 

Takeoff  Thrust 

21,634  pounds  per  engine 

62,000  pounds  per  engine 

Speed 

530  miles  per  hour  (mph)  at  30,000  feet 

530  mph  at  30,000  feet 

Ceiling 

50,000  feet 

40,100  feet 

Maximum  Take-off  Weight 

322,500  pounds 

415,000  pounds 

Maximum  Fuel  Capacity 

200,000  pounds 

212,000  pounds 

Pallets/Palletized  Cargo  Weight 
Capacity 

6/36,000  pounds 

18/65,000  pounds 

Crew 

3  crewmembers 

3  crewmembers 

Receiver  Fuel  Transfer 

Very  limited 

Yes 

Fuel  Jettison 

Yes 

Yes 

Night  Vision  Imaging  System 

No 

Yes 

Multi-point  Refueling 

Very  limited 

Yes 

C2  Network 

No 

Yes 

Defensive  Protection 

Very  limited 

Yes 

Aeromedical  Evacuation 

Limited 

Yes 
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1,3,2  Aircraft  Characteristics  of  the  KC-135 

The  KC-135  Stratotanker  was  developed  in 
1954  as  the  USAF’s  first  jet-powered  refueling 
tanker  to  replace  the  KC-97  Stratotanker  and  is 
derived  from  a  commercial  Boeing  367-80 
commercial  passenger  plane.  Between  1956 
and  1966,  820  KC-135  aircraft  of  many 
different  variations  were  built.  Over  the  last 
50  years,  the  KC-135  fleet  has  undergone 
substantial  modifications  to  add  capability. 

The  KC-135  was  originally  developed  to 
refuel  strategic  bombers.  It  was  used  in  the 
Vietnam  War  and  in  all  conflicts  up  to  and 
including  Operation  Enduring  Freedom  in  Afghanistan.  For  this  EIS,  all  KC-135  models, 
including  the  current  R  model,  are  referred  to  as  KC-135.  Originally,  all  KC-135s  were 
equipped  with  four  Pratt  &  Whitney  J-57-P-59W  turbojet  engines  capable  of  producing 
approximately  13,000  pounds  of  thrust  each.  The  current  R  models  were  upgraded  to  use  the 
CPM56-2B1  (Military  designation  P108-CP-100)  turbofan  engines,  which  are  capable  of 
generating  approximately  21,634  pounds  of  thrust  per  engine.  The  KC-135  has  a  maximum 
take-off  weight  of  more  than  322,500  pounds  and  the  ability  to  off-load  in  excess  of  150,000 
pounds  of  fuel.  In  addition,  the  KC-135  is  capable  of  transporting  up  to  36,000  pounds  of 
palletized  cargo  and/or  ambulatory  patients  during  aeromedical  evacuations.  A  cargo  deck 
above  the  refueling  system  can  hold  a  mixed  load  of  passengers  and  cargo  depending  on  the  fuel 
storage  configuration.  The  KC-135  pumps  fuel  through  the  flying  boom,  but  some  aircraft  have 
been  specially  fitted  with  wing  pods  to  allow  a  multi-point  aerial  refueling  drogue  system.  As 
noted  previously,  the  aircraft  is  limited  by  not  possessing  the  capability  for  receiver  fuel  transfer, 
NVIS,  defensive  protection,  and  C2  capabilities. 
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1,3,3  Aircraft  Characteristics  of  the  KC-46A 

The  KC-46A  is  derived  from  a  commercial  Boeing 
767-200ER  series  aircraft  and  will  be  powered  by  two 
Pratt  &  Whitney  4062  engines  with  thrust  reversers 
removed.  Each  engine  will  have  the  capability  to 
provide  approximately  62,000  pounds  of  thrust.  The 
aircraft  will  be  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(FAA)-certified  for  worldwide  operations.  The 
KC-46A  is  a  fully  provisioned  version  of  the  Boeing 
767-2C,  FAA  Amended  Type  Certified  aircraft.  It  is 
required  to  meet  the  FAA  Part  36  Stage  4  (most 
restrictive  commercial  aircraft  noise  level  standard) 
and  the  International  Congress  of  Aeronautical 
Organizations,  Committee  of  Environmental  Protection  6  air  contaminant  emission  limits.  Three 
crewmembers,  (pilot,  copilot,  and  boom  operator)  will  operate  the  aircraft  with  permanent 
seating  for  an  additional  12  aircrew  members.  With  new  technology  and  a  maximum  fuel 
capacity  expected  to  be  over  212,000  pounds,  the  KC-46A  is  capable  of  accomplishing  all 
current  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  refueling  missions. 

The  KC-46A  will  be  able  to  refuel  any  certified  fixed-wing  receiver-capable  aircraft  on  any 
mission  both  day  and  night.  The  aircraft  will  be  equipped  with  a  modernized  KC-10  refueling 
boom  integrated  with  proven  fly-by-wire  control  system  and  will  have  the  ability  to  deliver  fuel 
through  a  centerline  hose  and  drogue  system,  which  adds  additional  mission  capability 
independent  of  the  boom  system. 

This  aircraft  will  be  capable  of  accomplishing  multi-role  missions.  By  trading  fuel  for  cargo,  it 
will  be  able  to  carry  up  to  18  standard  cargo  pallets  with  a  total  palletized  cargo  payload  of  up  to 
65,000  pounds.  With  a  far  greater  cargo  area  contour  than  the  KC-135,  KC-46A  centerline  pallet 
positions  1  through  8  can  be  built  to  carry  full  height  (96-inch-high)  cargo  without  the  need  for 
contouring,  compared  to  KC-135  pallets,  which  are  typically  restricted  to  65-inch-high  cargo  and 
must  be  contoured  on  the  right-hand  side  starting  at  50  inches  off  the  top  pallet  surface.  In 
normal  operations,  the  KC-46A  can  be  configured  to  carry  58  passengers  and  will  be  capable  of 
providing  urgent  Aeromedical  Evacuation,  transporting  up  to  50  medical  patients  (24  litters/26 
ambulatory). 

Additional  features  include  a  flush-mounted  air  refueling  receptacle,  wing  air  refueling  pods 
capability,  boom  air  refueling  camera  and  computer  control  systems,  defensive  and 
communication  systems,  NVIS/covert  lighting,  and  military  radio/navigation  receivers.  The 
boom  operator  will  control  the  refueling  systems  from  the  crew  compartment  via  the  Air 
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Refueling  Operating  Station.  A  series  of  eameras  mounted  on  the  tanker’s  fuselage  provide  a 
185-degree  field  of  view  under  day  and  night  lighting  conditions.  Imaging  may  be  captured  in 
three-dimensional  or  two-dimensional  high-definition  video.  Fuel  is  automatically  transferred 
within  the  aircraft  to  maintain  center  of  gravity  in  all  axes.  The  flow  of  fuel  in,  out,  and  within 
the  aircraft  can  be  manually  or  automatically  controlled  by  the  aircraft  and  can  be  manually 
controlled  by  the  aircrew  via  control  display  units  at  the  appropriate  duty  station. 

In  addition  to  fuel  and  cargo  transport,  each  KC-46A  aircraft  will  possess  a  secure  airborne 
communications  capability,  which  will  provide  beyond-the-line-of-sight  messaging  and  line-of- 
sight  tactical  datalink  multi-modal  communications  via  secure  networks.  Hosting  a  suite  of 
network-centric  communications  equipment,  the  KC-46A  will  function  with  most  current  C2 
systems.  The  KC-46A  will  also  support  the  C2  core  function  as  a  communications  “gateway” 
when  equipped  with  a  roll-on  gateway  system  to  provide  connectivity  between  tactical  network 
partners  in  theater. 

This  aircraft  will  have  self-defense  and  protection  (both  active  and  passive)  capabilities  and  the 
necessary  operational  environment  awareness  to  mitigate  threats,  but  will  not  be  operated  in 
areas  of  high  threats  without  requesting  suppression  of  enemy  air  defenses  and  air  support.  This 
aircraft  is  capable  of  ferrying  fuel  into  semi-austere  airfields.  By  following  Forward  Area 
Refueling  Point  procedures,  the  aircraft  can  off-load  fuel  into  fuel  pits,  bladders,  trucks,  or  other 
aircraft,  with  or  without  the  engines  running,  without  the  need  for  special  equipment.  The 
aircraft  will  be  able  to  operate  at  certain  night  vision  goggle  and/or  defensive  system-required 
airfields  with  a  minimum  of  7,000  feet  of  paved  runway  available  for  take-off/landing. 

The  aircraft  will  be  capable  of  operating  in  day-night  and  adverse  weather  conditions  over  vast 
distances  to  enable  deployment,  employment,  sustainment,  and  redeployment  of  U.S.,  joint, 
allied,  and  coalition  forces. 

1,3,4  Training  Requirements 

KC-46A  aircrews  at  the  selected  MOB  2  installation  would  complete  operational  sorties  as  part 
of  their  global  reach  missions  and  local  training  sorties  to  maintain  proficiency  in  the  aircraft. 
Training  requirements  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  be  similar  to  those  depicted  for  the  KC-135 
flight  crews,  which  are  detailed  in  AFI  11-2KC-135  Vol  I  (2012).  An  AFI  11-2KC-46  Vol.  1  is 
currently  being  developed  to  provide  each  flight  crew  member  the  minimum  semi-annual  and 
annual  flying  training  requirements  to  qualify  and  maintain  proficiency/currency  (allowing  for 
unsupervised  flight)  for  the  KC-46A  and  will  provide  the  same  minimum  requirements  for 
training. 
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Flight  training,  including  air  refueling  and  training  in  the  flight  simulator,  is  designed  to  provide 
basie  and  eontinuation  airerew  training  needs.  A  typieal  KC-46A  proheieney  training  sortie 
would  be  very  similar  to  a  KC-135  training  sortie  and  would  inelude  a  departure  from  the 
installation,  elimb  to  altitude  for  air  refueling  training  in  appropriate  airspaee,  return  to  the  home 
installation  for  additional  elosed  pattern  training  before  landing  for  the  sortie  termination. 
Proheieney  training  sorties  to  fulhh  the  requirements  of  the  AFI  above  typieahy  depart  from  and 
return  to  the  home  installation  on  the  same  day.  A  global  reaeh  mission  typieally  departs  the 
home  installation,  returns  on  a  later  day,  and  aecomplishes  training  as  a  by-produet  of  the 
operational  mission.  Although  some  in-hight  training  and  eertihcation  would  oecur,  the  majority 
of  KC-46A  system  eontinuation  training  would  be  eompleted  in  simulators. 

1.4  The  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process 

In  aeeordanee  with  NEPA  of  1969  (42  USC  4321-4347),  CEQ  Regulations  for  Implementing  the 
Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  CER  Parts  1500-1508),  and  API  32-7061  as  promulgated  at 
32  CER  Part  989  et  seq..  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process,  the  NGB  and  USAP  have 
prepared  this  EIS,  whieh  considers  the  potential  eonsequenees  to  the  human  and  natural 
environment  that  may  result  from  implementation  of  these  aetivities. 

NEPA  requires  federal  agencies  to  take  into  eonsideration  the  potential  environmental 
eonsequenees  of  proposed  aetions  in  their  deeision-making  proeess.  The  intent  of  NEPA  is  to 
proteet,  restore,  and  enhanee  the  environment  through  well-informed  federal  deeisions.  The 
CEQ  was  established  under  NEPA  to  implement  and  oversee  federal  poliey  in  this  proeess.  The 
CEQ  subsequently  issued  the  Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA 
(40  CER  Parts  1500-1508)  (CEQ  1978). 

The  aetivities  addressed  within  this  doeument  eonstitute  a  major  federal  aetion  and  therefore 
must  be  assessed  in  aeeordanee  with  NEPA.  To  eomply  with  NEPA,  as  well  as  other  pertinent 
environmental  requirements,  the  deeision-making  proeess  for  the  Proposed  Aetion  ineludes  the 
development  of  this  EIS  to  address  the  environmental  issues  related  to  the  proposed  aetivities. 
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1,5  Public  Involvement/Environmental  Coordination 

This  EIS  was  prepared  in  eomplianee  with  all  applieable  loeal, 
state,  and  federal  environmental  regulations.  An  EIS  is 
prepared  as  a  tool  for  compiling  information  for  a  proposal 
and  provides  a  full  and  fair  discussion  of  environmental 
impacts  to  the  natural  and  human  environment.  Reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action,  including  the  No  Action 
Alternative  are  also  evaluated  in  an  EIS.  The  USAE  has 
evaluated  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  ensure  that  an  informed 
decision  is  made  after  review  and  consideration  of  the 
potential  environmental  consequences. 

Compliance  with  NEPA  guidance  for  preparation  of  an  EIS 
involves  several  critical  steps  summarized  below. 

1 .  Announce  that  an  EIS  will  be  prepared.  For  this  EIS,  a 
Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  May  17,  2013. 

2.  Conduct  scoping.  This  is  the  first  major  step  in 
identifying  the  relevant  issues  to  be  analyzed  in  detail, 
and  to  eliminate  issues  that  are  not  relevant.  Scoping 
for  this  EIS  occurred  between  May  17  and  July  5, 

2013.  Throughout  the  scoping  period,  the  NGB  actively  solicited  public  comments  on 
the  proposal.  Information  related  to  the  proposal  has  been  disseminated  to  the  public 
through  several  avenues,  including  newspaper  advertisements,  public  service 
announcements,  a  project  website  (www.angkc46aeis.com),  and  periodic  fact  sheets. 

Executive  Order  (EO)  12372,  Intergovernmental  Review  of  Federal  Programs,  requires 
intergovernmental  notifications  prior  to  making  any  detailed  statement  of  environmental 
impacts.  Through  the  process  of  Interagency  and  Intergovernmental  Coordination  for 
Environmental  Planning,  the  proponent  must  notify  concerned  federal,  state,  and  local 
agencies  and  allow  them  sufficient  time  to  evaluate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  a 
Proposed  Action.  Comments  from  these  agencies  are  subsequently  incorporated  into  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  process.  Fetters  requesting  input  have  been  distributed  to 
federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  are  a  part  of  the  official  project  record.  Appendix  B 


Notice  of  Intent 
Published  in  Federal  Register 


Scoping  Period 
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EIS  Timeline 

3 ! 


Notice  to  Proceed 


I  Opportunitie?!  for  Public  Involvement 


Preparation  of  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


4S-l>ay  Public  Cwmnenl  Perie^ 
Public  Hearings 


Preparation  of  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Final 
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provides  a  list  of  relevant  federal,  state,  and  loeal  ageneies  as  well  as  sample  notifieation 
letters,  and  eomments  reeeived  during  the  seoping  period. 

On  November  27,  1999,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  promulgated  its  Annotated 
Ameriean  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  Policy,  which  emphasizes  the  importance  of 
respecting  and  consulting  with  tribal  governments  on  a  government-to-govemment  basis. 
This  Policy  requires  an  assessment,  through  consultation,  of  the  effect  of  proposed  DoD 
actions  that  may  have  the  potential  to  significantly  affect  protected  tribal  resources,  tribal 
rights,  and  Indian  lands  before  decisions  are  made  by  the  respective  services  (DoD 
American  Indian/ Alaska  Native  Policy),  as  does  DoD  Instruction  4710.02,  Interaction 
with  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  (September  14,  2006).  In  addition,  coordination  with 
federally  recognized  Native  American  tribes  must  occur  in  accordance  with  EO  13175, 
Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments.  Section  106 
consultation  and  government-to-government  consultation  for  this  project  continued 
throughout  the  duration  of  EIS  preparation.  NGB  has  initiated  government-to- 
government  consultation  with  federally-recognized  tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally, 
and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  in  recognition  of  the  tribes’  sovereignty  as 
nations.  This  consultation  also  provides  additional  information  and  is  used  for  Section 
106  consultation  (see  Appendix  B  for  example  letters  and  responses  received  from 
tribes). 

Concerns  and  comments  identified  during  the  scoping  process  have  been  included  in  the 
analyses,  as  appropriate.  Scoping  meetings  were  held  in  New  Egypt,  New  Jersey  and 
Moon  Township,  Pennsylvania  on  June  4;  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  and  Columbus, 
Ohio  on  June  6;  and  Topeka,  Kansas  on  June  20,  2013.  During  the  scoping  meetings,  the 
NGB  presented  details  about  the  proposal,  the  NEPA  process,  and  provided  an 
opportunity  for  public  and  agency  involvement.  In  addition  to  receiving  verbal  and 
written  comments  at  the  scoping  meeting,  the  NGB  has  also  accepted  written  comments 
from  the  public  and  agencies  through  U.S.  mail,  website,  and  email.  The  majority  of  the 
comments  received  during  the  official  comment  submittal  period  (17  May  to  5  July  2013) 
were  in  support  of  the  KC-46A  beddown  at  each  specific  location.  However,  there  were 
some  concerns  regarding  noise  impacts  and  aircraft  emissions.  To  the  extent  possible, 
scoping  comments  have  been  used  to  shape  the  analysis  and  focus  the  issues  in  this  EIS. 

3.  Prepare  a  Draft  EIS.  The  Draft  EIS  is  a  comprehensive  document  for  public  and  agency 
review.  The  Draft  EIS  describes  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives;  presents  the  existing  conditions  in  the  region  potentially  affected;  and 
provides  analysis  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
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alternatives,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  Draft  EIS  was  distributed  to 
agencies,  regional  libraries,  and  members  of  the  public  who  requested  copies. 

4.  Public/Agency  Review.  There  was  a  45-day  public  comment  period  following  the  Notice 
of  Availability  (NOA)  for  the  Draft  EIS,  which  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
Eebruary  7,  2014.  This  initiated  the  public  comment  period,  and  public  hearings  were 
held  at  each  alternative  location.  During  the  public  hearings,  the  NGB  presented  details 
about  the  proposal,  the  NEPA  process,  and  provided  attendees  an  opportunity  to  provide 
written  and/or  oral  comments.  In  addition  to  receiving  verbal  and  written  comments  at 
the  hearings,  the  NGB  also  accepted  written  comments  from  the  public  and  agencies 
through  U.S.  mail,  website,  and  email.  All  substantive  comments  received  during  the 
public  comment  period  have  been  fully  considered  and  addressed  in  the  Einal  EIS,  as 
appropriate.  Written  comments  submitted  at  the  public  hearing  and  those  received  via 
other  means  were  given  equal  consideration  in  the  preparation  of  the  Einal  EIS. 

Generally,  substantive  comments  are  regarded  as  those  comments  that  challenge  the 
analysis,  methodologies,  or  information  in  the  Draft  EIS  as  being  factually  inaccurate  or 
analytically  inadequate;  that  identify  impacts  not  analyzed  or  develop  and  evaluate 
reasonable  alternatives  or  feasible  mitigations  not  considered  by  the  agency;  or  that  offer 
specific  information  that  may  have  a  bearing  on  the  decision,  such  as  differences  in 
interpretations  of  significance  or  of  scientific  or  technical  conclusions.  Non-substantive 
comments,  which  do  not  require  an  agency  response,  are  generally  considered  those 
comments  that  express  a  conclusion,  an  opinion,  or  a  vote  for  or  against  the  proposal 
itself,  or  some  aspect  of  it;  that  state  a  position  for  or  against  a  particular  alternative;  or 
that  otherwise  state  a  personal  preference  or  opinion. 

5.  Prepare  a  Final  EIS.  The  Einal  EIS  has  been  prepared  following  the  public  comment 
period  and  includes  all  written  comments  and  verbal  testimony  from  public  and  agency 
reviewers  during  the  public  hearing  and  the  comment  period.  The  Einal  EIS  has  been 
revised  to  reflect  public  and  agency  comments,  the  proponent’s  responses,  and  additional 
information  received  from  reviewers.  The  Einal  EIS  provides  the  decision-maker  with  a 
comprehensive  review  of  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  selecting  any  of 
the  alternatives  carried  forward  for  detailed  analysis.  A  NOA  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  to  announce  availability  of  the  Einal  EIS. 

6.  Issue  a  Record  of  Decision.  The  final  step  in  the  NEPA  process  is  approval  of  the  Record 
of  Decision  (ROD).  After  the  NOA  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  there  is  a  30- 
day  waiting  period  before  the  ROD  is  signed.  The  ROD  will  identify  the  action  that  has 
been  selected  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce  and  what  management  actions  or  other 
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measures  would  be  earned  out  to  reduee,  where  possible,  adverse  impaets  to  the 
environment. 

1.6  Lead  and  Cooperating  Agencies 

The  role  of  a  federal  ageney  in  the  NEPA  proeess  depends  on  the  agency’s  expertise  and 
relationship  to  the  proposed  undertaking.  The  agency  carrying  out  the  proposed  action  is 
responsible  for  complying  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA.  In  some  cases,  there  may  be  more 
than  one  federal  agency  involved  in  an  undertaking.  In  this  situation,  a  lead  agency  is  designated 
to  supervise  preparation  of  the  environmental  analysis.  Eederal  agencies,  together  with  state, 
tribal,  or  local  agencies,  may  act  as  joint  lead  agencies.  The  NGB  and  USAE  are  the  proponents 
for  this  proposal  and  are  the  responsible  agencies  for  preparation  of  the  EIS.  As  defined  in  40 
CFR  §  1508.5,  a  cooperating  agency  is  “any  Eederal  agency  other  than  a  lead  agency  that  has 
jurisdiction  by  law  or  special  expertise  with  respect  to  any  environmental  impact  involved  in  a 
proposal  (or  a  reasonable  alternative)  for  legislation  or  other  major  Eederal  action  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  A  state  or  local  agency  of  similar  qualifications, 
or  when  the  effects  are  on  a  reservation,  an  Indian  Tribe  may,  by  agreement  with  the  lead 
agency,  become  a  cooperating  agency.”  No  cooperating  agencies  have  been  identified  for  this 
EIS. 


1.7  Organization  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Chapter  2  describes  the  Proposed  Action  and  reasonable  alternatives,  including  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  and  the  alternative  selection  process.  Chapter  3  is  organized  by  each  of  the  five 
alternative  bases  and  presents  the  environmental  baseline  conditions  at  each  base.  Chapter  4  is 
also  organized  by  each  of  the  five  action  alternatives  as  well  as  the  No  Action  alternative,  and 
presents  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  any  of  the 
alternatives.  Chapter  5  identifies  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the 
regional  context  of  each  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  and  describes  potential  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  in  combination  with  these  other  regional  actions  at  each 
alternative  base.  Chapter  6  lists  the  references  cited  in  the  document.  Chapter  7  lists  those 
agencies,  organizations,  and  persons  that  were  contacted  during  the  preparation  of  this  EIS. 
Chapter  8  contains  the  list  of  preparers  and  contributors.  In  addition  to  the  main  text,  the 
following  appendices  are  included  in  this  document:  Appendix  A,  Resource  Definitions  and 
Methodologies;  Appendix  B,  Correspondence;  Appendix  C,  Background  Information  for  the 
Noise  Analysis;  Appendix  D,  Air  Quality;  and  Appendix  E,  Special  Status  Species  Eists. 
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CHAPTER  2 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND 
ALTERNATIVES 


2.1  Proposed  Action 

2.1.1  Overview  of  the  Proposed  Action 

The  USAF  has  a  requirement  to  provide  refueling  aircraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major 
technological  improvements  designed  to  enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness. 
The  NGB  proposes  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations:  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas;  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey;  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 
Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  or  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio.  Additionally,  one  active  duty 
associate  unit  would  be  integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment,  enabling  joint  training 
and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.  Furthermore,  the  NGB  would 
implement  construction  projects  associated  with  the  aircraft  beddown  at  the  selected  installation. 
Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  selected 
installation  would  either  be  relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  USAF 
inventory. 

As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 
selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action.  The  proposed  beddown  is 
estimated  to  begin  in  FY  2018  for  the  NGB,  and  construction  is  estimated  to  begin  in  FY  2015. 
Although  proposed  construction  is  necessary  for  the  long-term  viability  of  the  beddown,  aircraft 
operations  with  the  KC-46A  could  begin  prior  to  implementation  of  the  construction. 

2.1.2  Requirements  of  the  Proposed  Action 

2. 1 .2. 1  Aircraft  Beddown/Transition 

The  KC-46A  is  planned  to  eventually  replace  existing  USAF  KC-135s.  The  NGB  proposes  to 
begin  this  process  by  replacing  the  aircraft  at  the  selected  location  with  12  KC-46A  operational 
aircraft  (regardless  of  how  many  aircraft  are  currently  at  the  alternative  location).  It  is  estimated 
that  the  12  KC-46A  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  selected  location  beginning  in  FY  2018. 
The  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  selected  location  would  either  be  relocated  to  another 
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installation  and/or  would  be  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory.  The  relocation/retirement 
actions  would  be  evaluated  under  NEPA,  as  appropriate. 

2. 1 .2.2  Facility  and  Infrastructure  Requirements 

While  basing  the  KC-46A  would  require  certain  facilities  and  infrastructure  to  support  necessary 
training  and  operational  requirements,  utilizing  existing  infrastructure  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  comprises  a  fundamental  basis  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Where  existing  facilities  and 
infrastructure  cannot  meet  the  needs  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  NGB  would  implement 
construction  of  necessary  new  and/or  renovated  infrastructure  and  facilities  at  the  selected 
alternative  installation.  The  type  of  construction  needed  would  vary  by  installation  and  is 
detailed  further  in  each  respective  installation  Sections  2.3.1  through  2.3.5. 

Facility  requirements  include; 

•  Squadron  Operations  Facility  - 
Necessary  for  daily  operational 
activities. 

•  Flight  Simulator/Boom  Operator 
Training  Facility  -  Major  aircrew 
training  devices  required  for  a  12  PAA 
KC-46A  aircrew  continuation  training 
program  include  one  Flight  Simulator, 
one  Boom  Operator  Trainer,  and  a 
Fuselage  Trainer. 

•  Academic  Training  Facility  (ANG  uses 
Reserve  Forces  general  purpose  training 
areas)  -  Space  is  necessary  to  provide 
space  for  classroom  training  and 
brief/debrief  areas. 

•  Aircrew  Flight  Equipment  Facility  (ANG 
incorporates  this  facility  with  Squadron 
Operations)  -  Aircraft  equipment  and 
mobility  bins  are  best  suited  to  be 
located  at  or  near  a  flightline  entry 
control  point. 


•  Vehicle  Operations  Administration  and 
Maintenance  Shop 

•  Command  Post  -  an  adequate 
operational,  administrative,  and  training 
office  space  with  the  ability  to  discuss 
up  to  and  including  Top  Secret,  and 
perform  daily  and  contingency  C2 
duties. 

•  Maintenance  Hangar 

•  Corrosion  Control/Wash  Rack  Facility 

•  Fuel  System  Maintenance  Hangar 

•  Parking  Ramp  for  a  minimum  of  eight 
KC-46A  parking  spots 

•  Aircraft  General  Purpose  Shops 

•  Maintenance  Training  Facility 

•  Aerospace  Ground  Equipment  (AGE) 
Shop 

•  Supply  Warehousing 

•  Aerial  Port  Cargo  Facility/Processing 
yard 
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2. 1.2. 3  Personnel  Changes 

The  KC-46A  would  provide  substantial  expanded  capabilities  with  only  minor  overall  changes  in 
military  personnel;  however,  the  mission  would  require  basing  sufficient  and  appropriate 
personnel  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Wing  and  to  provide  necessary  support  services.  In 
addition,  there  would  be  an  active  duty  associate  unit  based  with  the  selected  MOB  2  alternative 
installation.  The  number  of  personnel  would  vary  by  installation  and  is  detailed  further  in  each 
respective  installation  Sections  2.3.1  through  2.3.5. 

2. 1.2.4  KC-46A  Operations 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  12  PAA  KC-46A 
aircraft  would  fly  670  hours  per  aircraft,  per  year,  for  a 
total  of  8,040  hours  annually.  Because  this  is  a  new 
aircraft  flying  with  a  combination  of  ANG  and  associate 
active  duty  personnel,  a  uniform  distribution  of  flying 
hours  was  assumed  for  each  alternative.  This  is 
considered  a  conservative  estimate  and  any  deviation 
from  this  would  likely  be  fewer  hours  flown.  Thus, 
with  an  average  sortie  duration  (ASD)  of  4.0  hours,  the 
KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  2,010  sorties  annually.  The 
2,010  annual  sorties  would  be  flown  at  a  combination  of 
the  unit’s  home-station  as  well  as  off-station  airfields, 
where  they  are  able  to  train  in  a  different  setting  than 
their  home-station.  As  discussed  in  Section  2.3,  each  of 
the  five  alternative  installations  currently  fly  a  different 
number  of  airfield  operations  per  sortie,  as  well  as  a 
different  percent  of  home-station/off-station  operations. 

In  developing  the  analysis  for  each  installation,  the 
installations’  unique  ratio  of  airfield  operations  was  assumed  to  remain  the  same  into  the  future, 
as  were  the  percent  of  home-station/off-station  operations.  This  resulted  in  a  range  of  home- 
station  airfield  operations  across  the  five  action  alternatives.  Further,  it  is  recognized  that  there 
is  a  recent  trend  toward  an  increasing  use  of  flight  simulators,  which  can  reduce  the  number  of 
hours  flown.  However,  without  a  clear  definition  in  the  use  of  the  simulator  as  opposed  to  actual 
airfield  operations,  the  full  8,040  flying  hour  program  has  been  analyzed  for  each  action 
alternative.  No  changes  are  proposed  to  airfield  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight 
profiles,  and  use  of  runways  from  those  that  are  currently  performed  with  the  KC-135  at  each 
MOB  2  location.  Any  existing  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed. 


Common  Operational  Terms 

Sortie:  refers  to  a  single  military  aireraft 
from  take-off  through  final  landing,  and 
everything  that  might  be  eondueted 
during  that  flying  mission.  A  sortie  will 
always  inelude  more  than  one  operation. 

Operation:  this  term  ean  apply  to  both 
airfield  and  airspaee  aetivities.  At  an 
airfield,  an  operation  eonsists  of  a  single 
aetion  sueh  as  a  take-off,  or  a  landing 
(i.e.,  two  operations).  For  airspaee  and 
ranges,  an  operation  eonsists  of  the  use  of 
one  airspaee  unit  (e.g.,  Military 
Operations  Area  [MOA],  Air  Refueling 
Traek)  by  one  aireraft.  Eaeh  time  a 
single  aireraft  flies  into  a  different 
airspaee  unit,  one  operation  is  eounted. 
During  a  single  sortie,  an  aircraft  could 
fly  in  several  airspace  units,  and  conduct 
a  number  of  operations;  therefore,  the 
number  of  operations  exceeds  the  number 
of  sorties. 
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Under  the  Proposed  Aetion,  there  would  be  some 
increases  in  the  frequency  of  use  and  number  of 
operations  conducted  in  the  airspace  currently  used  by  the 
KC-135,  depending  on  the  increase  of  sorties  over  the 
current  baseline  at  each  alternative  installation  (described 
in  more  detail  in  Sections  2.3.1  through  2.3.5).  The 
KC-46A  would  use  the  same  airspace  currently  used  by 
the  selected  installation,  with  no  new  airspace  required  to 
support  the  mission.  The  types  of  airspace  used  would 
consist  of  published  air  refueling  tracks,  Anchors, 

Warning  Areas,  and  Military  Operations  Areas  (MOAs). 

These  are  found  in  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD) 

AP/IB,  Flight  Information  Publication,  and  Area 
Plaiming  documents.  All  air  refueling  is  accomplished 
above  10,000  feet  mean  sea  level  (MSL),  although  some 
MOAs  are  approved  for  lower  altitude  flight  for  training 
not  involving  air  refueling.  While  a  large  percentage  of 
air  refueling  occurs  close  to  the  home-station  airfield, 

KC-135  aircraft  refuel  in  other  refueling  tracks  and 
Warning  Areas  located  throughout  the  U.S.  Under  the 
Proposed  Action,  the  KC-46A  would  use  the  airspace  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  KC-135  aircraft.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  and 
conduct  flight  operations  similar  to  the  existing  KC-135 
aircraft;  therefore,  detailed  analysis  of  airspace  will  not  be  conducted  in  this  EIS. 

2,2  Narrowing  Process  for  Alternative  Bases 

As  previously  described,  the  NGB  is  programmed  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  PAA  KC-46A 
aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative  locations.  Identification  and  analysis  of  alternatives  is  one  of 
the  core  elements  of  the  environmental  process  under  NEPA  and  the  USAE’s  implementing 
regulations.  The  NGB  may  expressly  eliminate  alternatives  from  detailed  analysis  based  on 
reasonable  selection  standards  (32  CER  989.8(c)).  Based  on  extensive  analysis  by  the  USAE 
operations  community,  a  siting  study  was  conducted  to  determine  the  specific  requirements  for 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  to  identify  potential  military  installations  where  this 
beddown  could  occur,  hollowing  this  study,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce  and  the  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  Air  Eorce  approved  selection  criteria  for  the  KC-46A  beddown. 


Air  Refueling  Airspace  Terms 

Air  refueling  tracks:  Published  linear 
routes  identified  on  air  navigation  charts 
that  define  the  flight  path  used  by  aircraft 
when  refueling  other  aircraft.  For  fixed 
wing  aircraft,  this  generally  occurs  above 
10,000  feet  MSL. 

Anchors:  Air  refueling  tracks  that  go  in 
a  race-track  shape  (i.e.,  loop). 

Warning  Areas:  A  warning  area  is 
airspace  of  defined  dimensions, 
extending  from  3  nautical  miles  outward 
from  the  coast  of  the  United  States, 
containing  activity  that  may  be  hazardous 
to  non-participating  aircraft.  The  purpose 
of  such  areas  is  to  warn  non-participating 
pilots  of  the  potential  danger.  A  warning 
area  may  be  located  over  domestic  or 
international  waters  or  both.  The 
airspace  is  designated  with  a  “W” 
followed  by  a  number  (e.g.,  W-237). 

Military  Operations  Area  (MO  A): 

Airspace  below  18,000  feet  mean  sea 
level  (MSL)  established  to  separate 
military  activities  from  Instrument  Flight 
Rule  (IFR)  traffic  and  to  identify  where 
these  activities  are  conducted  for  the 
benefit  of  pilots  using  Visual  Flight  Rule 
(VFR). 
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In  general,  the  USAF  uses  the  Strategie  Basing  proeess  outlined  in  AFI  10-503  (2010)  to  select 
locations  to  beddown  USAF  missions.  The  process  begins  by  identifying  all  the  installations  that 
could  reasonably  support  a  given  mission.  This  enterprise  of  installations  is  then  evaluated  using 
objective  criteria  to  screen  the  top  candidate  installations.  Major  Command-led  site  surveys  are 
then  conducted  at  each  alternative  location  to  determine  if  the  installation  could  reasonably 
support  the  mission  in  question.  The  Strategic  Basing  Executive  Steering  Group  oversees  the 
process  and  reports  findings  directly  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
Air  Force.  This  process  was  mandated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  ensure  basing 
decisions  were  made  using  a  deliberate,  standardized,  and  repeatable  process.  The  KC-46A 
basing  decision  followed  this  general  basing  process. 

In  September  2011,  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
the  Lead  Command  Intent  for  the  KC-46A.  This  Lead  Command  Intent  described  the  proposed 
basing  action  tenets,  force  structure  mix,  basing  timelines,  other  critical  information,  and  will 
ultimately  be  used  to  shape  and  inform  decisions  made  throughout  the  USAL  Strategic  Basing 
Process.  The  following  planning  conventions  were  derived  from  the  Lead  Command  Intent; 

1.  Identify  the  number  of  KC-46A  aircraft  scheduled  to  be  delivered  between  2014  and 
2018.  This  time  period  corresponded  to  the  DoD  Luture  Years  Defense  Program,  which 
is  the  program  and  financial  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  provides  a 
basis  for  USAL  planning.  Planning  beyond  this  time  period  is  speculative  due  to  the 
uncertainty  of  funding  availability. 

2.  Identify  the  number  of  KC-46A  aircraft  to  be  allocated  to  operations  based  on  then- 
current  national  strategic  considerations. 

3.  Determine  the  number  of  bases  capable  of  supporting  one  squadron  of  up  to  12  PAA. 
PAA  are  those  aircraft  assigned  to  meet  the  primary  aircraft  authorization  and  reflect  the 
number  of  aircraft  flown  by  a  unit  in  performance  of  its  mission. 

4.  Recognize  additional  factors  of  Plans  and  Guidance  and  Global  Positioning,  which 
include  strategic  considerations  but  do  not  provide  meaningful  distinction  among  bases 
for  USAL  training  within  the  U.S.  and  its  territories.  An  additional  Logistics 
Supportability  factor  equates  to  Boeing’s  support  capacity  set  forth  in  its  contract  with 
the  USAL.  This  factor  does  not  distinguish  among  bases  and  is  not  included  in  the 
identification  of  reasonable  MOB  2  beddown  alternatives. 

Consideration  of  the  planning  conventions  above  led  to  an  initial  screening  of  all  ANG 
installations  against  the  following  standards  for  the  MOB  2:  1)  A  runway  of  at  least  7,000  feet  in 
length,  2)  the  presence  of  an  ANG  Wing  on  the  installation,  and  3)  the  installation  had  to  be 
located  in  the  continental  United  States  (CONUS).  The  initial  screening  yielded  a  defined 
enterprise  of  83  candidate  installations  to  be  evaluated  for  the  MOB  2  beddown.  In  2012,  AMC 
presented  objective  screening  criteria  to  the  Strategic  Basing  Executive  Steering  Group  to  be 
used  in  the  identification  of  bases  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A.  The  approved  criteria  were 
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used  to  screen  the  enterprise  of  83  candidate  installations  to  identify  those  installations’  capacity 
to  successfully  support  the  MOB  2  mission.  The  objective  criteria  included  mission,  capacity, 
environmental  considerations,  and  cost  and  are  described  in  more  detail  below: 

Ability  to  meet  the  mission  requirements.  Under  this  criterion,  the  candidate  location  must  be 
within  reasonable  proximity  to  refueling  receiver  demand,  airfield  and  airspace  availability,  fuel 
system  capabilities,  and  must  have  the  potential  to  establish  an  association  with  an  active  duty 
unit. 

Capacity.  The  candidate  location  must  have  hangar  capacity;  runway  length  and  weight  bearing 
capacity;  ramp  space;  base  operation  support  capacity;  squadron  operations  facilities  with 
aircraft  maintenance  units;  aircrew,  maintenance,  and  fuselage  training  capabilities;  and  the 
necessary  communications  infrastructure. 

Environmental  Constraints.  The  candidate  location  must  be  able  to  demonstrate  conformity  with 
the  respective  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP),  meet  the  local  community’s  adoption  of  zoning 
or  other  land  use  controls  to  reduce  encroachment  and  preserve  the  base’s  flying  operations, 
waivers  or  absence  of  incompatible  development  in  the  clear  zone  (CZ)  and/or  accident  potential 
zone  (APZ),  and  have  an  absence  or  limited  amount  of  incompatible  development  within  noise 
contours  above  65-decibel  (dB)  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL). 

Cost.  Given  budgetary  constraints,  it  was  important  for  the  USAF  to  select  candidate  bases  that 
have  a  favorable  area  construction  factor  based  on  DoD  Facilities  Pricing  Guide,  dated  June 
2007  (DoD  2007),  as  updated  by  the  June  2009  draft  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Pricing 
Guide  (DoD  2009a). 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  considered  the  objective  screening  results  as  well  as  qualitative 
operational  factors  in  determining  the  alternative  installations  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  mission. 
These  military  judgment  factors  included: 

•  Plans  and  Guidance 

•  Global  and  Regional  Coverage 

•  Combatant  Commander  Support 

•  Total  Force 

•  Beddown  Timing 

•  Force  Structure 

•  Training  Requirements  and  Efficiencies 

•  Logistic  Supportability 

•  Resources/Budgeting 
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The  Strategic  Basing  Process  described  above  resulted  in  the  identification  of  five  alternative 
bases  for  consideration. 

•  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas 

•  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Flampshire 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio 

2,3  Action  Alternatives  Carried  Forward 

This  section  describes  the  specific  requirements  of  the  beddown  of  one  squadron  of  12  KC-46A 
aircraft  at  each  of  the  five  alternative  installations. 

2.3.1  Alternative  #1  -  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

2. 3. 1.1  Background 

Forbes  ANGS,  home  of  the  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing  (190 
ARW)  of  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG),  is 
located  approximately  5  miles  south  of  Topeka  in  Shawnee 
County,  Kansas  (Figure  2.3-1).  The  190  ARW  base  is 
situated  on  the  northwest  side  of  Forbes  Field  Airport,  a 
municipal  airport  owned  and  operated  by  Metropolitan 
Topeka  Airport  Authority  (MTAA).  The  190  ARW  holds  a 
lease  with  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  for  the  installation 
property  with  a  termination  date  of  2057.  The  installation 
occupies  approximately  216  acres. 

2. 3. 1.2  Mission 

The  190  ARW  of  the  KS  ANG  is  a  tenant  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  in  Topeka,  Kansas.  The  190  ARW  is  tasked  with  providing  air-to-air  refueling  and  airlift 
capabilities  for  DoD  assets  worldwide.  The  190  ARW  also  supports  state  emergency  missions. 
The  190  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  12  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  190  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 
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2. 3. 1.3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  190  ARW  would  convert  from  12  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135 
Backup  Aerospace  Vehicle  Inventory  (BAI)  to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Coneurrent  with  the  beddown 
of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Forbes  ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated 
to  other  installations  or  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of 
each  particular  aircraft.  Separate  NEPA  documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft 
relocated  to  other  installations. 

2. 3. 1.4  Airfield  Operations 

Forbes  Field  Airport  has  two  runways;  Runway  13/31  is  12,802  feet  long  and  200  feet  wide  and 
Runway  03/21  is  7,001  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide  (AirNav  2013a). 

The  190  ARW  eurrently  flies  1,478  sorties  annually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  946  of  these  sorties  were  flown  from  Forbes  Field  Airport,  or  64  percent  of 
the  total  annual  sorties  flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S. 
and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  operational  data  collected  for 
2012  indicates  that  the  190  ARW  aecounted  for  10,452  airfield  operations,  with  an  average  of  1 1 
airfield  operations  per  sortie  (Table  2.3-1). 


Table  2,3-1,  Current  190  ARW  KC-135  Operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night' 

Day 

Night' 

Day  Night' 

Total' 

1  KC-135 

4,541 

685 

4,390 

836 

8,931  1,521 

10,452  1 

Notes:  1 .  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

Source:  FAA  2012a. 


Following  the  aireraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #1,  the  KC-46A  aireraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties  annually,  64 
pereent  of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Forbes  ANGS).  Thus,  it  is  expected 
that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  annually  under  this  alternative. 
This  would  be  an  increase  of  36  pereent  over  the  946  home-station  sorties  identified  in  2012  (it  is 
assumed  that  the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would 
be  flown  at  Forbes  ANGS  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,286  annual  home-station  sorties 
and  an  average  of  11.32  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  14,562  annual  home-station 
operations,  or  an  additional  4,110  airfield  operations  annually  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  (Table 
2.3-2).  This  would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  40.2  to  56.0  (Table  2.3-3). 
There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,  and 
use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section 
4.1.1,  Noise). 
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Table  2,3-2,  Proposed  190  ARW  KC-46A  Operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Nighf 

Total‘ 

1  KC-46A 

6,322 

959 

6,118 

1,163 

12,440 

2,122 

14,562  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 


2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Table  2,3-3,  Changes  to  190  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft^ 


Unit 

Total  Based  KC-135 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 
Proposed  KC-46A 
Operations 
(Percent  Increase) 

190  ARW 

10,452 

14,562 

4,110 

(40.2) 

(56.0) 

(39.3%) 

Note:  1.  Yearly  operations  for  Forbes  are  based  on  a  5-day  flying  week,  or  260  days/year. 


2. 3. 1.5  Airspace  Operations 

The  190  ARW  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  receiver 
aireraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  190  ARW  are  described  in  Table  2.3-4.  Under 
Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  a  ehange  to  the  frequency  of  use  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in 
the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver  aireraft  (on- 
loading  fuel)  and  would  use  the  existing  air  refueling  traeks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to  the 
normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the  airspace  for 
each  sortie  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change  in  any  of  the 
airspace  deseribed. 
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Table  2,3-4,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  190  ARW^ 


Minutes  in 

Annual  Sortie 

Airspace  Unit 

Current  Aircraft 

Airspace  for 

Average 

Operations 

Altitude  Floor  and  Ceiling 

Proposed  Aircraft 

Each  Sortie 

KIAS^ 

Current 

Proposed 

AR  116 

12,000-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

55 

275 

100 

136 

AR330 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL190-FL220 

KC-46A 

AR  406H 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL  260-290 

KC-46A 

AR  406L 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL200-FL220 

KC-46A 

AR  406H 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL260-FL280 

KC-46A 

AR  110 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL240-FL270 

KC-46A 

112 

FL240-FL310 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

55 

275 

100 

136 

AR  105 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL190-FL330 

KC-46A 

Eureka  MOA 

R5502 

KC-135 

30 

315 

100 

136 

6,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI  FL 
180 

KC-46A 

Bison  MOA 

1,000  feet  MSL 

UTBNI  FLI80 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

100 

136 

Truman  MOA 

5,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI 
FL180 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

100 

136 

HOG  HI  MOA 

6,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI 
FLI80 

KC-  135 
KC-46A 

30 

315 

100 

136 

Notes:  1 .  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  190  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 

2.  Annual  sortie  operations  are  the  number  of  times  air  refueling  track/MOA  is  scheduled  to  be  used  by  unit. 
KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  FL  =  Flight  Level;  MOA  =  military  operations  area;  UTBNI  =  up  to,  but  not 
including;  MSL  =  mean  sea  level. 
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2.3.1 .6  Construction  Required 

Under  Alternative  #1,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  190  ARW  installation 
at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  Kansas;  the  190  ARW  would  also  implement  construction  projects  for 
that  conversion  (Table  2.3-5).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with  standards 
set  forth  in  ANG  Flandbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012).  Anti- 
Terrorism/Force  Proteetion  (AT/FP)  requirements  also  would  be  ineorporated.  Proposed 
facilities  would  be  sited  approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-2.  The  preeise  layout  and  design 
of  proposed  faeilities  is  in  the  early  planning  stages;  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not 
finalized.  Should  loeations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those 
anticipated  and  depicted  herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these 
projects  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the  following  sections. 


Table  2,3-5,  Proposed  190  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  (Option  1)  -  Addition  to  Hangar  662  | 

This  project  would  include  the  construction  of  two  additions  totaling 
11,657  SF  to  Flangar  662  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft,  Fuel  Cell  Flangar,  Maintenance 
Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

11,657 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #1  (Option  2)  -  Addition  to  Hangar  662  | 

This  project  would  involve  a  5,847  SF  addition  to  include  a 
Maintenance  Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  Boom  Operator 
Trainer,  and  Fuselage  Trainer 

5,847 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #2  (Option  1)  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  665  | 

1  Renovate  the  building  interior  to  include  a  Fuselage  Trainer. 

0 

0 

FY  2015  1 

1  Project  #2  (Option  2)  -  Addition  to  Hangar  665  | 

This  project  would  include  a  18,985  SF  addition  to  the  Fuel  Cell 
Hangar  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized  hangar  for  the  new 
KC-46A  aircraft. 

18,985 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Building  679  | 

This  project  would  reallocate  space  within  the  building  for  aircrew 
flight  equipment.  No  modifications  would  be  necessary  for  squadron 
operation,  base  operations,  and  command  post. 

0 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #4  (Option  1  and  2)  -  Pave  Apron  /Hydrants  and  Airfield  Hold  Ramp^  | 

This  project  would  include  the  repair  of  pavement  over  the  hydrant 
system  and  apron  pavement  between  the  hangars  ( 1 84,820  SF). 

184,820 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #4  (Option  2)  -  Pave  Apron /Hydrants  and  Airfield  Hold  Ramp  | 

This  project  would  include  repavement  of  approximately  42,687  SF 
of  the  airfield  hold  ramp  off  the  second  runway  as  well  as  the 
184,820  SF  addition  described  above. 

227,507 

0 

FY  2015 

Total 

258,149' 

0 

Notes:  1 .  Two  options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  these  projects.  Only  one  of  these  options  would  be  implemented. 

2.  The  total  construction  footprint  includes  only  the  project  option  that  has  the  greatest  footprint  of  each  of  the  options 


so  as  to  represent  the  most  conservative  (highest  amount)  facility  footprint  given  the  multiple  options  possible. 
SF=square  feet;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Meters 


Feet 


600 


Figure  2,3-2,  Construction  Associated  with 
Alternative  #1,  Forbes  ANGS 


n 


Renovation  of  Existing  impervious 
Surface  -  Option  2 


LEGEND 

Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Paved  Roadway/Parking 

Airfield  Surface 

Existing  Facility 

Fenceline 

Surface  Water 

Existing  Fuel  Hydranl/l.ine 

Proposed  Facility  Addition  -  Option  1 

Proposed  Facility  Addition  -  Options  I  and  2 

Proposed  Facility  Addition  -  Option  2 

Proposed  Ramp  Modifications 

Renovation  of  Existing  Impervious 
Surface  -  Option  1 


Notes:  Project  numbers  (  (£))  correspond  to  those 
presented  in  Table  2.3-5. 

Internal  renovation  projects  not  shown. 


9TH  N  STREET 


Field  fijrport 


WARM  UP  AREA 
fsee  inset  at  left  for  location) 


Forbes 
National  ‘  MAIN 
Guord  I  FIGURE 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  beddown  would  require  the  190  ARW  to  ensure  its 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  The  Forbes  ANGS  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of  facilities  to 
support  this  beddown  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the  requirements 
identified  in  Section  2. 1.2. 2.  However,  some  functional  areas  require  modification.  Two 
construction  scenarios  are  under  consideration.  Under  Option  1,  two  buildings  would  be 
renovated  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  maintenance,  fuel  cell.  Weapons  System  Trainer,  Boom 
Operator  Trainer,  and  Fuselage  Trainer.  Minor  adaptations  would  be  made  to  a  third  building  to 
accommodate  aircrew  flight  equipment.  This  option  assumes  Sustainment,  Restoration,  and 
Modernization  execution  of  pre-existing  ramp  and  primary  runway  repairs.  No  changes  to  fuel 
hydrants  and  fuel  lines  would  be  required  on  the  parking  apron  under  this  option.  Under  Option 
2,  two  buildings  would  be  renovated;  Hangar  662,  the  Maintenance  Hangar,  would  be  modified 
to  house  the  Maintenance  Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  Boom  Operator  Trainer,  and  the 
Fuselage  Trainer.  Hangar  665,  the  Fuel  Cell  Hangar,  would  be  modified  to  house  the  Fuel  Cell 
Hangar.  Concrete  pavements  directly  over  the  existing  hydrant  systems  would  be  repaired  and 
the  ramp  would  be  re-striped.  Pavement  would  be  added  to  the  airfield  hold  ramp  off  the  second 
runway.  The  hydrant  system  would  be  maintained  in  its  current  state. 

The  projects  described  would  incorporate  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design 
(EEED)  and  sustainable  development  concepts.  This  would  achieve  optimum  resource 
efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse 
impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all  phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may 
result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing  standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in 
higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  offset  with  lower  life  cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC  2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable 
laws  and  EOs. 

Addition  to  Hangar  662 

A  minimum  of  one  Euel  Cell  Hangar  is  required  to  support  the 
maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A.  Additionally,  a 
minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to  support 
the  maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A.  Hangars  provide 
an  environmentally  controlled  area  to  perform  maintenance  on 
vital  components  of  the  aircraft  system.  The  KC-46A  is  a 
military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and 
has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135,  thus  requiring 
slightly  larger  hangars.  Hangar  662  would  be  modified  to 
meet  KC-46A  requirements.  One  of  two  options  could  occur 
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to  satisfy  these  requirements.  Option  1  would  house  the  maintenanee  shops  and  safety  systems 
required  to  perform  fuel  systems  maintenance  including  pressure  checks  and  inspections. 
Aircraft  hangar  space  for  on-aircraft  open  fuel  cell  maintenance  would  be  provided.  Interior 
modifications  also  would  be  made  to  house  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  Boom 
Operator  Trainer.  Option  1  would  include  the  construction  of  two  additions  totaling  11,657 
square  feet  (SF).  Option  2  would  provide  space  for  a 
Maintenance  Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  Boom 
Operator  Trainer,  and  the  Fuselage  Trainer.  Option  2  would 
include  the  construction  of  a  5,847  SF  addition. 

Modify  Hangar  665 

Space  would  be  required  for  housing  the  various  KC-46A 
simulators  and  maintenance  functions.  One  of  two  options 
could  occur  to  satisfy  this  requirement.  Option  1  includes 
internal  renovations  to  Hangar  665  to  house  the  KC-46A 
Fuselage  Trainer.  Option  2  includes  internal  renovations  and 
the  construction  of  an  18,985  SF  addition  to  Hangar  665  to 
accommodate  aircraft  fuel  cell  maintenance. 

Modify  Building  679 

Building  679  was  recently  renovated;  however,  areas  within 
the  building  would  need  minor  interior  modifications  to  house 
Aircrew  Flight  Equipment. 

Pave  Aprons/Hydrant  Areas  and  Airfield  Hold  Area 

The  pavement  conditions,  such  as  thickness  and  strength  of 
the  hydrant  and  aircraft  apron  areas,  are  important  factors  in 
avoiding  damage  to  the  KC-46A  and/or  to  the  airfield 
pavement.  One  of  two  options  could  occur  under  Alternative 
#1  to  satisfy  the  pavement  requirements.  Under  both  Option  1 
and  Option  2,  this  project  would  replace  the  concrete  over  the 
hydrant  system  and  apron  areas  in  the  quad;  the  concrete  in 
these  areas  currently  is  rated  as  in  ‘poor’  condition.  Under 
Option  2,  a  42,687  SF  area  of  the  Airfield  Hold  Area  would  also  be  repaved.  Under  both 
options,  this  project  would  add  pavement  to  the  airfield  hold  ramp  off  the  secondary  runway. 
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2. 3. 1.7  Personnel  Changes 

The  190  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,242  personnel  (Table  2.3-6).  Under  this  alternative,  the 
KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  194  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning 
requirement  at  Forbes  ANGS  (approximately  a  16  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes 
to  authorized  personnel  under  this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-6. 


Table  2,3-6,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  190  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

78 

78 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)* 

297 

310 

13 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

28 

28 

0 

Subtotal 

403 

615 

212 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

839 

821 

-18 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,242 

1,436 

194 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

945 

1,126 

181 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 

2,3,2  Alternative  #2  -  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

2.3.2. 1  Background 

JB  MDL,  home  of  the  108*  Wing  (108  WG)  of 
the  New  Jersey  Air  National  Guard  (NJ  ANG),  is 
located  in  central  New  Jersey,  spanning  more  than 
20  miles  with  more  than  42,000  contiguous  acres 
(see  Figure  2.3-3).  The  base  is  located  18  miles 
southeast  of  Trenton,  45  miles  east  of 
Philadelphia,  50  miles  south  of  New  York  City, 
and  14  miles  inland  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  JB  MDL  is  located  in  Ocean  and  Burlington 
Counties.  The  108  WG  installation  is  situated  on  the  northwest  side  of  McGuire  Field  within  JB 
MDL.  The  108  WG  holds  an  indefinite  lease  with  JB  MDL  for  the  installation  property.  Within 
Chapters  3  and  4,  various  resources  discuss  either  JB  MDL  or  McGuire  Field,  based  on  the 
region  of  influence  (ROl)  for  each  particular  resource. 
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23.2.2  Mission 

The  mission  of  the  108  WG  is  to  provide  support  for  federal,  state,  and  community  interests  by 
providing  timely  worldwide  air  refueling,  airlift,  and  support  forces;  protecting  life  and  property; 
and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  public  safety.  The  108  WG  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight 
KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  108  WG  include  aircraft  fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground  vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground 
vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion 
control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and 
wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

2. 3.2. 3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  108  WG  would  convert  from  8  KC-135  PAA  and  1  KC-135  BAl  to  12 
KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  JB  MDL,  the  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out  of  the  USAF 
inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate  NEPA 
documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft  relocated  to  other  installations. 

2. 3. 2.4  Airfield  Operations 

McGuire  Field  has  two  runways;  Runway  06/24  is  10,014  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide  and 
Runway  18/36  is  150  feet  wide  and  7,126  feet  long  (JB  MDL  2013a). 

The  108  WG  currently  flies  1,112  sorties  annually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
Air  Traffic  Control  counts,  834  of  these  sorties  were  flown  from  McGuire  Field,  or  75  percent  of 
the  total  annual  sorties  flown  (108  WG  2013a).  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other 
airfields  in  the  U.S.  and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield 
operational  data  collected  from  2012  indicates  that  the  108  WG  accounted  for  8,340  annual 
operations  with  an  average  of  10  operations  per  sortie  (Table  2.3-7)  (108  WG  2013a). 
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Table  2,3-7,  Current  108  WG  KC-135  Operations  at  McGuire  Field 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

1  KC-135 

3,346 

815 

3,325 

854 

6,671 

1,669 

8,340  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 
2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Source:  108  WG  2013a. 

Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  annual  sorties,  75  percent  of 
which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (McGuire  Field).  Thus,  it  is  expected  that  up  to 
1,508  sorties  would  be  flown  at  McGuire  Field.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  81  percent  over  the 
baseline  834  sorties  identified  in  the  McGuire  Field  Noise  Study  (it  is  assumed  that  the  same 
percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at  McGuire 
Field  under  this  alternative)  (JB  MDL  2013a).  Based  on  1,508  annual  home-station  sorties  and 
an  average  of  1 1.68  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  17,608  annual  home-station  operations, 
or  an  additional  9,268  airfield  operations  annually  at  McGuire  Field  (Table  2.3-8).  This  would 
increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  22.9  to  48.2  (Table  2.3-9).  There  would  be  no 
changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise 
abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4.2.1,  Noise). 


Table  2,3-8,  Proposed  108  WG  KC-46A  Operations  at  McGuire  Field 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day  Night 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

KC-46A 

8,047  764 

7,863 

934 

15,910 

1,698 

17,608 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 
2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Table  2,3-9,  Changes  to  108  WG  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Proposed  KC-46A 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

Operations 

Unit 

Operations) 

Operations) 

(Percent  Increase) 

108  WG 

8,340 

17,608 

9,268 

(22.9) 

(48.2) 

(111.1%) 

2. 3. 2. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  108  WG  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  the  receiver 
aircraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  108  WG  are  described  in  Table  2.3-10.  Under 
Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  an  increase  to  the  frequency  of  use  of  the  associated  airspace  due 
to  the  proposed  increase  in  the  number  of  sorties  conducted  annually.  The  KC-46A  will  also 
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have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver  aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  would  use  the  existing 
air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading 
fuel).  Currently,  approximately  80  percent  of  the  sorties  flown  from  McGuire  Field  conduct  air 
refueling  training  using  the  tracks  found  in  Table  2.3-10.  There  would  be  an  increase  of  5,400 
air  refueling  operations  spread  over  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  currently  used  by  the  108 
WG.  The  increase  would  range  from  a  maximum  annual  increase  of  88  air  refueling  operations 
on  the  AR  777  track,  to  the  smallest  increase  of  4  air  refueling  operations  on  AR  633.  The 
refueling  tracks  identified  in  Table  2.3-10  are  the  most  commonly  used  with  a  wide  variety  of 
other  tracks  being  used  less  frequently. 


Table  2,3-10,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  108  WG^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude^  Floor  and 

Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 
Current  Proposed 

W107^ 

A-Unlimited^ 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

315 

70 

127 

AR  111 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

80 

275 

109 

197 

AR  220/218 

FL190-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

275 

20 

36 

AR  631/609 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

48 

87 

AR  636 

FL200-FL290 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

300 

25 

45 

AR  207  SW/NE 
FL180-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

90 

265 

17 

31 

AR  202  S/AN 

FL250-280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

15 

27 

AR  328 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

90 

275 

16 

29 

AR  633 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

70 

275 

5 

9 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  108  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 

2.  W-Waming  Area  Floor  is  the  surface  but  no  refuelings  occur  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

3.  FL  Altitude  is  Mean  Sea  Level. 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  FL  =  Flight  Level 
Source:  108  WG  2013b. 

2. 3. 2. 6  Construction  Required 


Under  Alternative  #2,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  108  WG  installation  at 
JB  MDL;  the  108  WG  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for  that  conversion 
(Table  2.3-11).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with  standards  set  forth  in 
ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012).  AT/FP  requirements 
would  also  be  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable.  Proposed  facilities  would  be  sited 
approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-4.  The  precise  layout  and  design  of  proposed  facilities  is 
in  the  early  planning  stages,  and  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not  finalized.  Should 
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locations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those  antieipated  and  depleted 
herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these  projects  is  described  in 
more  detail  in  the  following  seetions. 


Table  2,3-11,  Proposed  108  WG  Construction  Projects  at  McGuire  Field 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3333  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  a  17,892  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Maintenance  Flangar  3333  to  provide  an  adequately 
sized  hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

17,892 

4,728 

FY2015 

Project  #2 -Addition  to  Hangar  3336  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  an  18,206  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Fuel  Cell  Flangar  3336  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

18,206 

5,137 

FY2015 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322  | 

This  project  would  include  internal  renovations  only  to  provide 
sufficient  space  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage  Trainer  Simulator. 

0 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #4  -  New  Simulator  Building  | 

This  project  would  include  the  constmction  of  a  new  6,700  SF 
simulator  building  to  house  the  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  the 
Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

6,700 

6,700 

FY2015 

Project  #5  (Option  1)  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway ^  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  concrete  and  asphalt  to  the 
existing  parking  ramp  and  renovation  of  a  small  portion  of  the 
taxi  way.  The  constmction  footprint  for  this  project  would  total 
approximately  160,074  SF. 

160,074 

88,319 

FY2015 

1  Project  #5  (Option  2)  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  12,029  SF  of  concrete  and 
asphalt  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  as  well  as  renovation  of 
approximately  2,062  SF  of  existing  taxiway  surfaces  . 

14,091 

12,029 

FY2015 

1  Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  as 
well  as  new  fuel  lines  to  these  hydrants.  Approximately  1,137  SF  of 
disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel 
lines. 

1,137 

0 

FY2015 

Total 

204,009" 

104,884" 

Notes:  1 .  Two  options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  taxiway.  Only  one  of  these  options 


would  be  implemented. 

2.  The  total  construction  footprint  includes  only  the  project  option  that  has  the  greatest  footprint  of  each  of  the  options 
so  as  to  represent  the  most  conservative  (highest  amount)  facility  footprint  given  the  multiple  options  possible. 

SF  =  square  foot;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  beddown  would  require  the  108  WG  to  ensure  their 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  Although  the  JB  MDL  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of  facilities  to 
support  this  beddown,  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the  requirements  laid 
out  in  Section  2. 1.2. 2,  there  remain  some  functional  areas  that  would  require  modification. 
Proposed  construction  includes;  addition  to  Hangar  3333,  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  internal 
renovations  of  Hangar  3332,  construction  of  a  new  simulator  building,  modification  to  existing 
ramp  and  taxiway,  and  addition  and  demolition  of  hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  projects  described  below  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts, 
so  as  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may  result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing 
standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in  higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  rewarded  with  lower  life 
cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC 
2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 

Addition  to  Hangar  3333 

A  minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to 
support  the  maintenance  and  operations  of  the 
KC-46A.  Hangars  provide  an  environmentally 
controlled  area  to  perform  maintenance.  The  hangar 
bays  require  enough  space  to  use  the  support 
equipment  such  as  stands  and  carts  to  perform 
maintenance  functions.  The  hangars  would  house  the 
maintenance  shops,  tool  cribs,  and  personnel.  The 
KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a  commercial 
Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint 
than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  17,892  SE  addition  to 
Hangar  3333  would  need  to  be  added  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance 
hangar.  Eollowing  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  4,728  SE  of 
impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 
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Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

A  minimum  of  one  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Hangar 
is  required  to  support  the  maintenance  and  operations 
of  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  Fuel  Systems 
Maintenance  Hangar  provides  space  for  covered 
aircraft  maintenance,  shop  and  administrative 
functions,  and  contains  utilities  and  safety  systems 
required  to  perform  fuel  systems  maintenance  to 
include  pressure  checks  and  inspections.  Aircraft 
hangar  space  is  required  for  on-aircraft  open  fuel  cell 
maintenance.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a 
commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore, 
an  18,206  SF  addition  to  Hangar  3336  would  be  required  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft 
inside  the  maintenance  hangar.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of 
approximately  5,137  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322 

Internal  renovations  to  Hangar  3322  would  be  implemented  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage 
Trainer  Simulator. 

New  Simulator  Building 

A  new  6,700  SF  building  would  be  constructed  west  of 
Building  3390  to  house  the  Weapons  System  Trainer 
and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer.  Following  the 
construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of 
approximately  6,700  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result 
of  this  project. 


Proposed  Area  for  the  New  Simulator 
Building 
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Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft 
requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a 
fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  Additional  concrete 
would  be  added  to  the  parking  ramp  and  taxiway  at  JB 
MDL  in  order  to  increase  the  size  of  the  parking  ramp 
to  accommodate  the  larger  KC-46A  aircraft.  Two 
options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  the 
existing  parking  ramp.  Only  one  of  these  options 
would  be  implemented. 

1.  The  first  option  is  to  add  additional  pavement  to  the  northeast  side  of  the  apron  to 
increase  width  for  taxiing;  add  pavement  to  the  southeast  side  for  taxiing;  and  add 
pavement  to  the  south  side  for  engine  run-ups.  This  would  allow  for  a  50-foot  wing 
clearance  for  taxiing.  In  addition,  this  option  would  include  the  renovation  of 
approximately  2,062  SF  of  the  existing  taxiway.  This  project  would  include  a  total  of 
160,074  SF  of  new  pavement.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of 
approximately  88,3 19  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

2.  The  second  option  would  include  a  12,029  SF  addition  of  a  small  pavement  area  on  the 
southeast  side  of  the  apron  as  well  as  the  renovation  of  approximately  2,062  SF  of  the 
existing  taxiway.  Under  this  option,  a  waiver  would  be  required  since  the  wing  tip 
clearance  would  be  reduced  to  only  25  feet  instead  of  50  feet.  The  total  SF  of  disturbance 
would  be  approximately  14,091  SF.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase 
of  approximately  12,029  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking 
spots  with  a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all  the  equipment  and 
controls  to  provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron.  The  system  reduces 
the  amount  of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  To  fuel  an  aircraft,  one  R-12 
fueling  truck  is  needed  instead  of  several.  Under  Alternative  #2,  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  would 
be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  as  well  as  new  fuel  lines  to  one  of  these  hydrants. 
Approximately  1,137  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel 
lines. 
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2. 3. 2. 7  Personnel  Changes 

The  108  WG  currently  is  authorized  1,329  personnel.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A 
mission  would  add  an  additional  287  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning  requirement 
(approximately  a  22  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  authorized  personnel  under 
this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-12. 


Table  2,3-12,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  108  WG  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

138 

138 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)* 

278 

310 

32 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

416 

647 

231 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

913 

969 

56 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,329 

1,616 

287 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,051 

1,306 

255 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 

2,3,3  Alternative  #3  -  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 

2.3.3. 1  Background 

Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157^^  Air  Refueling  Wing  (157  ARW)  of 
the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  (NH  ANG),  is  located  in 
Portsmouth  and  Newington,  New  Hampshire,  approximately  55  miles 
north  of  Boston,  Massaehusetts  (Figure  2.3-5).  The  157  ARW  base  is 
situated  on  the  northeast  side  of  the  Portsmouth  International  Airport 
(lAP)  at  Pease,  whieh  is  owned  and  operated  by  Pease  Development 
Authority  (PDA).  The  157  ARW  holds  an  indefinite  lease  for  the 
installation  property.  The  157  ARW  installation  oceupies 
approximately  220  acres. 
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2. 3. 3. 2  Mission 

The  primary  mission  of  the  157  ARW  is  to  provide  worldwide  support  with  the  KC-135  air  refueling 
tanker  aireraft  and  to  staff,  equip,  and  train  eombat  flying  and  eombat  support  units  to  augment  the 
USAF.  In  addition,  the  157  ARW  provides  both  homeland  defense  and  assistanee  with  state 
emergeneies  and  natural  disasters  to  proteet  life  and  property,  and  to  preserve  peaee,  order,  and 
publie  safety.  The  major  support  operations  performed  at  the  installation  inelude  aireraft  fueling, 
aireraft  deieing,  aireraft  maintenanee,  AGE  maintenanee,  ground  vehiele  maintenanee,  fueling  of 
ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  Pease  ANGS  also  hosts  the  64*  Air  Refueling  Squadron 
(64  ARS),  which  stood  up  at  Pease  on  October  2,  2009.  The  64  ARS  is  administratively  assigned  to 
McConnell  AFB’s  22‘^  Operations  Group  but  is  located  with,  and  gets  operational  direction  from,  its 
host  unit,  the  157  ARW  at  Pease.  This  partnership  is  part  of  the  USAF’s  TFI  effort  to  increase 
efficiency  by  combining  active-duty.  Guard,  and  Reserve  resources.  Aircrew,  maintenance,  and 
support  personnel  assigned  to  the  64  ARS  work  alongside  Guardsmen  flying  and  maintaining  the 
157  ARW’s  aircraft  to  accomplish  the  Wing’s  refueling  missions.  As  of  February  2013,  129  active 
associate  personnel  were  authorized  at  Pease.  It  is  the  first  active-duty  USAF  unit  to  return  to  the 
ANG  Base  since  1991,  when  Pease  AFB,  then  an  active-duty  installation,  closed. 

Additionally,  the  installation  has  a  Medical  Training  Group  and  operational  command  of  the 
260*  Air  Traffic  Control  Squadron,  which  operates  the  air  traffic  control  tower  for  the  airport 
(157  ARW  2008a). 

2. 3. 3. 3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  157  ARW  would  convert  from  8  PAA  KC-135  and  1  KC-135  BAI 
aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Pease 
ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out 
of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate 
NEPA  documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft  relocated  to  other  installations. 

2. 3. 3.4  Airfield  Operations 

Portsmouth  lAP  has  one  grooved  concrete  and  asphalt  runway.  Runway  16/34,  which  is 
approximately  1 1,321  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide  (SkyVector  2013a). 

The  157  ARW  currently  flies  1,382  sorties  annually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  614  were  flown  from  Portsmouth  lAP,  or  44  percent  of  the  annual  sorties 
flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S.  and/or  overseas  in 
support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the  157  ARW  accounted  for 
6,140  annual  operations  with  an  average  of  10.0  operations  per  sortie  (Table  2.3-13). 
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Table  2,3-13,  Current  157  ARW  Operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night' 

Day 

Night' 

Total' 

KC-135" 

2,939 

131 

2,939 

131 

5,878 

262 

6,140 

Notes:  1.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

2.  Based  on  KC-135  data  provided  by  157  ARW/CC. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 


Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #3,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties,  44  percent 
of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Pease  ANGS).  Thus,  884  sorties  would  be 
flown  at  Pease  ANGS  annually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  44.0  percent 
over  the  baseline  614  annual  sorties  currently  flown  from  Pease  ANGS  (it  is  assumed  the  same 
percentage  of  sorties  would  be  flown  away  from  Pease  ANGS  under  this  alternative  as  under  the 
current  baseline  conditions).  Based  on  884  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of  10.0 
operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  8,840  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an  additional 
2,700  airfield  operations  annually  at  Portsmouth  lAP  (Table  2.3-14).  This  would  increase  the 
average  daily  airfield  operations  from  16.8  to  24.2  (Table  2.3-15).  There  would  be  no  changes 
expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,  and  use  of  runways.  Current 
noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4.3.1,  Noise). 


Table  2,3-14,  Proposed  157  ARW  KC-46A  Operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night" 

Day 

Night" 

Day  Night" 

Total' 

KC-46A 

4,231 

189 

4,231 

189 

8,462  376 

8,840 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 
2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Table  2,3-15,  Changes  to  157  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Proposed  KC-46A 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

Operations 

Unit 

Operations) 

Operations) 

(Percent  Increase) 

157  ARW 

6,140 

8,840 

2,700 

(16.8) 

(24.2) 

(44.0%) 

2. 3. 3. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  157  ARW  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  receiver 
aircraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  157  ARW  are  described  in  Table  2.3-16.  Under 
Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  a  slight  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  of  the  airspace  due  to  the 
proposed  increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a 
receiver  aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  use  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in 
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addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the 
airspace  for  each  sortie,  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change 
in  any  of  the  airspace  described. 


Table  2,3-16,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  157  ARW^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude  Floor  and  Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 

Current  Proposed 

AR020 

17,000  feet  MSL-FL 190 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

154 

222 

AR777 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

165 

238 

AR062 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

78 

112 

AR  107 

14,000  MSL-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

56 

81 

AR631 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

198 

285 

W102 

Above  17,000  MSL  to 

FL600 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

3 

4 

W105 

SFC  to  FL500 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

16 

23 

W107 

Surfaee  to  Unlimited 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

19 

27 

W122 

FL190-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

2 

3 

W386 

Surfaee  to  Unlimited 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

3 

4 

Kiwi  MOA 

FL190-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

14 

20 

Duke 

Surfaee  to  8,000  MSL 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

9 

13 

Faleon  MOA 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

3 

4 

Yankee  1^ 

9,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI 
FL180 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

5 

7 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  157  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 

2.  MOA  Floor  is  9,000  feet  MSL  but  no  refueling  occurs  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  MSL  =  mean  sea  level;  FL  =  Flight  Level;  MOA  =  military  operations  area;  UTBNI 
=  up  to,  but  not  including. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 
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2. 3. 3. 6  Construction  Required 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  157  ARW  would  implement  eonstruetion  projeets  for  the  eonversion  to 
12  KC-46A  PAA  (Table  2.3-17).  The  proposed  eonstruetion  projeets  would  eomply  with 
standards  set  forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012). 
AT/FP  requirements  also  would  be  incorporated.  Proposed  facilities  would  be  sited 
approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-6.  The  preeise  layout  and  design  of  proposed  faeilities  is 
in  the  early  planning  stages;  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not  finalized.  Should 
loeations  and  final  layout  of  the  faeilities  differ  substantially  from  those  antieipated  and  depleted 
herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Eaeh  of  these  projects  is  described  in 
more  detail  in  the  following  seetions. 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  beddown  would  require  the  157  ARW  to  ensure  its 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  eonfigured  faeilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aireraft.  The  Pease  ANGS  loeation  was  deemed  to  have  an  aeeeptable  level  of  faeilities  to 
support  this  beddown  and  has  faeilities  that  eurrently  meet  the  majority  of  the  requirements  laid 
out  in  Seetion  2. 1.2.2.  However,  some  funetional  areas  require  modifieation.  Proposed 
eonstruetion  ineludes:  renovation  and  additions  to  Buildings/Hangars  156,  264,  166,  251,  253, 
and  254;  eonstruetion  and  upgrade  of  the  taxiway;  and  demolition  and  installation  of  new  fuel 
hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

Construction  projects  would  incorporate  FEED  and  sustainable  development  eoneepts.  This 
would  aehieve  optimum  resouree  effioieney,  eonstruetability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  the  projeet’s  life  eyele.  While  implementation  of  EEED  standards  may  result  in 
primary  faeility  eosts  that  exeeed  DoD  costing  standards,  the  initial  investment  in  higher 
aequisition  eost  would  be  offset  with  lower  life  cyele  eosts.  EEED  eertified  eonstruetion  is 
eonsistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Poliey  Aet  of  2005,  10  USC  2802,  EO  13423,  and 
other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 
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Table  2.3-17,  Proposed  157  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  (Option  1)  -  Renovation/Addition  to  Building  156^  | 

Remove  KC-135  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  reuse  main  bay 
for  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer;  upgrade  facilities  to 
support  storage  in  the  simulator  bays:  and  constmct  addition  to 
the  ground  floor  to  house  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

750 

750 

FY  2015 

Project  #1  (Option  2)  -  Renovation/Addition  to  Building  264^  | 

This  project  would  construct  an  11,600  SF  addition  to  Building 
264  to  house  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer  Bay, 
KC-46A  Boom  Operator  Trainer  Bay,  and  Computer  Server 
Room. 

11,600 

11,600 

FY  2015 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Building  166  | 

Add  refueler  vehicle  parking  spaces  and  driveway. 

1,100 

1,100 

FY2015  1 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  251  | 

Renovate  mezzanines  for  administrative  space  and  alter  hangar 
bay  for  deployment  processing/fuselage  trainer. 

0 

0 

FY  2015 

Project  #4  (Option  1)- Addition/Alteration  to  Hangar  253^  | 

Remove  existing  hangar  door  and  construct  hangar  addition; 
reconfigure  interior  for  Fuel  Cell  Flangar,  storage  and 
maintenance,  and  corrosion  control  shops. 

18,985 

0 

FY  2015 

Project  #4  (Option  2)-  Demolition/Addition/ Alteration  to  Hangar  253  ^  | 

Demolish  building  and  rebuild  double  hangar  with  Hangar  254. 

36,026 

0 

FY2015  1 

Project  #5-Demolition/ Addition/ Alteration  to  Hangar  254  | 

Construct  new  tail  addition  and  reconfigure  interior  for  KC-46A. 

18,530 

0 

FY2015  1 

Project  #6  -  Alter  Aircraft  Taxiway  | 

Construct  a  concrete  taxiway  (6,843  SF),  an  asphalt  shoulder 
(4,074  SF),  and  upgrade  concrete  taxiway  (828  SF). 

11,745 

10,917 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #7  -  Demolition/Modify/Install  Aprons  and  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  reuse  existing  hydrants  in  the  north  and  south 
loops;  add  interstitial  monitoring  and  secondary  containment;  and 
relocate  parking. 

2,890 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #8  -  Repave  Quad  Apron  | 

Repave  surfaces  used  to  tow  aircraft  in  and  out  of  the  hangar  and 
fuel  cell,  but  not  the  entire  facility. 

49,075 

0 

FY  2015 

Total 

130,966 

23,617 

Notes:  1 .  Two  options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  these  projects.  Only  one  of  these  options  would  be  implemented. 

2.  The  total  construction  footprint  includes  only  the  project  option  that  has  the  greatest  footprint  of  each  of  the  options 


so  as  to  represent  the  most  conservative  (highest  amount)  facility  footprint  given  the  multiple  options  possible. 
SF=square  feet;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Alteration  or  Addition  to  Building  156  for  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

The  KC-46A  beddown  would  require  the  construction  of  a  new  KC-46A  Weapons  System 
Trainer  and  Boom  Operator  Trainer  to  train  flight  crews.  One  of  two  options  could  occur  under 
Alternative  #3  to  satisfy  this  requirement.  Option  1  would  remove  the  KC-135  Weapons  System 
Trainer  in  Building  156  and  reuse  the  main  bay  for  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer.  In 
addition,  under  Option  1,  a  750  SF  addition  to  Building  156  would  be  constructed  to  house  the 
KC-46A  Boom  Operator  Trainer.  Option  2  would  leave  the  KC-135  Weapons  System  Trainer  in 
Building  156  and  construct  an  11,600  SF  addition  to  the  new  Squadron  Operations  Building, 
Building  264  (currently  under  construction),  to  house  the  Weapons  System  Trainer,  the  KC-46A 
Boom  Operator  Trainer,  and  supporting  Computer  Server  Room. 

Additions  to  Building  166  Refueler  Parking  Area 

Alteration  of  this  facility  is  required  to  provide  a  facility  large  enough  to  house  assigned  R-11, 
R-12,  and  C-300  refueling  vehicles.  To  accommodate  refueling  vehicles,  covered  parking  spaces 
would  be  added,  and  a  new  driveway  would  be  built  (adjacent  to  Building  166).  Following  the 
construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  1,100  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a 
result  of  this  project. 

Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  251 

The  Mezzanine  within  Hangar  25 1  would  be  renovated  for  KC-46A  administrative  space  and  the 
hangar  bay  would  be  altered  to  accommodate  the  Fuselage  Trainer  and  Deployment  Processing 
Center.  In  addition,  the  utilities  for  aircraft  power  and  potable  water  would  be  upgraded. 

Addition  to  Hangar  253  and  Hangar  254 

The  hangar  bays  require  enough  space  to  use  the  support  equipment  such  as  stands  and  carts  to 
perform  KC-46A  maintenance  functions.  The  hangars  would  house  the  maintenance  shops,  tool 
cribs,  and  personnel.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135,  thus  requiring  slightly  larger  hangars. 
Hangar  254  and  Hangar  253  require  modifications  to  meet  KC-46A  requirements.  One  of  two 
options  could  occur  under  Alternative  #3  to  satisfy  these  requirements. 
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Under  Option  1,  an  18,985  SF  addition  would  be  added  to  the 
hangar,  while  existing  maintenance  shops  would  be  reused, 
and  a  2-hour  firewall  would  be  added.  A  high-bay  tail 
addition  and  door  would  be  added  to  the  south  side  of  this 
hangar.  Also,  mid-bay  areas  for  Wing  Air  Refueling  Pod 
storage  and  maintenance  with  overhead  cranes,  and  corrosion 
control  would  be  built.  Mezzanines  would  be  renovated  for 
administrative  use.  Under  Option  2,  both  Hangar  253  and  the 
hangar  space  in  Hangar  254  would  be  demolished.  A  new 
36,026  SF  double  hangar  would  be  built  incorporating  the 
existing  Hangar  253  shops  in  Hangar  254. 

Addition  to  Hangar  254 


. . i 

Hangar  253 


Hangar  254 


The  existing  dormer  would  be  demolished  and  a  new 
18,530  SF  dormer  would  be  added  to  the  hangar  to 
accommodate  the  KC-46A.  The  existing  roofs  would 
also  be  replaced.  Excess  space  in  the  existing  jet 
engine  shop  would  be  used  to  store  aircraft  support 
equipment.  The  existing  maintenance  shops  would  be 
reused. 

Alter  Aircraft  Taxiway 

Alteration  of  the  existing  taxiway  would  be  required  at 
Pease  ANGS  to  enable  the  KC-46A  aircraft  to  access 
the  maintenance  hangars.  The  existing  taxiway  from 
the  main  apron  to  the  hangar  area  is  configured  for 
towing  of  KC-135  aircraft  to  the  existing  hangars. 

Construction  of  tail  additions  combined  with  the  larger 
dimensions  of  the  KC-46A  would  not  allow  the 
existing  taxiway  to  be  reused  as-is.  In  addition,  the 
taxiways  would  need  to  be  wide  enough  to  support  the 
turning  radii  of  the  KC-46A.  Under  Alternative  #3,  828  SF  of  concrete  taxiway  would  be 
upgraded,  and  6,843  SF  concrete  taxiway  and  4,074  SF  asphalt  shoulder  would  be  constructed  to 
the  quad  area  to  accommodate  the  aircraft.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an 
increase  of  approximately  10,917  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 
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New  Hydrants  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

The  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with 
a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all  the  equipment  and  controls  to 
provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron.  The  system  reduces  the  amount 
of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  One  of  two  options  could  occur  under 
Alternative  #3  to  satisfy  this  requirement.  Option  1  would  reuse  six  of  the  seven  existing 
hydrants  in  North  Loop  and  would  cap  one  hydrant  under  the  proposed  parking  area.  In  the 
South  Loop,  interstitial  monitoring  and  secondary  containment  would  be  added;  only  two 
hydrants  would  be  used  in  this  area.  Under  Option  2,  the  old  piping  would  be  demolished  and 
new  piping  installed;  valves  and  pits  would  be  installed  in  Rows  4  and  5.  Eight  existing  hydrant 
valve  pits  would  be  used.  Approximately  2,890  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines. 

Quad  Apron 

This  project  would  repave  surfaces  used  to  tow  aircraft  in  and  out  of  the  hangar  and  fuel  cell. 
The  quad  apron  is  currently  degrading  and  is  in  need  of  renovations  for  KC-46A  operations. 
Under  Alternative  #3,  49,075  SF  of  surface  area  used  to  tow  aircraft  in  and  out  of  the  hangar  and 
fuel  cell  would  be  repaved. 

2.13.1  Personnel  Changes 

The  157  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,382  personnel  (Table  2.3-18).  Under  Alternative  #3,  the 
KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  171  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning 
requirement  (approximately  a  12  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  authorized 
personnel  under  this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-18. 

Table  2,3-18,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  157  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

127 

199 

72 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

120 

120 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)’ 

283 

326 

43 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

9 

9 

0 

Subtotal 

539 

654 

115 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

843 

899 

56 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,382 

1,553 

171 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,099 

1,227 

128 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 
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2,3,4  Alternative  #4  -  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station 

2.3.4. 1  Background 

Pittsburgh  ANGS,  home  of  the  IVT*  Air  Refueling  Wing  (171 
ARW)  of  the  Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard  (PA  ANG),  is 
located  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh, 

Pennsylvania  in  Allegheny  County  (Figure  2.3-7).  The  171 
ARW  installation  is  situated  on  the  southeastern  side  of  the 
Pittsburgh  lAP,  an  international  airport  owned  and  operated  by 
the  Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority  (ACAA).  The  171 
ARW  installation  currently  oeeupies  approximately  179  aeres  in 
the  southeastern  eorner  of  Pittsburgh  lAP.  The  171  ARW  holds 
a  lease  with  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  with  a  termination  date  of  2050. 

2. 3. 4.2  Mission 

The  mission  of  the  171  ARW  is  to  provide  support  for  federal,  state,  and  community  interests  by 
providing  timely  worldwide  air  refueling,  airlift,  and  support  forces;  protecting  life  and  property; 
and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  publie  safety.  The  171  ARW  eurrently  flies  and  maintains  16 
KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  171  ARW  inelude  aireraft  fueling,  aireraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aerospaee  support  equipment  maintenanee,  ground  vehiele  maintenanee,  fueling  of  ground 
vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion 
control,  non-destructive  inspeetion,  fuel  eell  maintenanee,  engine  maintenanee,  hydraulics,  and 
wheel  and  tire  maintenanee. 

2. 3. 4. 3  Aireraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  171  ARW  would  eonvert  from  16  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135  BAI 
to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Coneurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS, 
the  existing  KC-135  aireraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out  of  the 
USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cyele  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate  NEPA 
documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aireraft  relocated  to  other  installations. 
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23.4.4  Airfield  Operations 

Pittsburgh  lAP  has  four  runways.  Runway  10R/28L  is  11,500  feet  long  and  200  feet  wide. 
Runway  10L/28R  is  10,502  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide.  Runway  10C/28C  is  10,774  feet  long 
for  takeoff  and  9,708  feet  long  for  landing  and  150  feet  wide.  Runway  14/32  is  8,101  feet  long 
and  150  feet  wide  (AirNav  2013b). 

The  171  ARW  eurrently  flies  1,569  sorties  annually.  Aeeording  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  926  were  flown  from  Pittsburgh  lAP,  or  59  percent  of  the  total  annual 
sorties  flown  (171  ARW  2013a).  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the 
U.S.  and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the 
171  ARW  flew  6,943  airfield  operations  with  an  average  of  7.5  operations  per  sortie  during  2012 
(Table  2.3-19). 


Table  2,3-19,  Current  171  ARW  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Nighfl 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

1  KC-135 

3,272 

200 

3,176 

295 

6,448 

495 

6,943  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 


2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

Source:  171  ARW  2013a. 

Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #4,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties,  59  percent 
of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Pittsburgh  ANGS).  Thus,  1,186  sorties  would 
be  flown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  annually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  27 
percent  over  the  baseline  926  sorties  currently  flown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  (it  is  assumed  that  the 
same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,186  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an 
average  of  7.78  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  9,226  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an 
additional  2,283  airfield  operations  annually  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  (Table  2.3-20).  This  would 
increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  19.0  to  25.3  (Table  2.3-21).  There  would  be 
no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise 
abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4.4.1,  Noise). 


Table  2,3-20,  Proposed  171  ARW  KC-46A  Operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Nighf 

Day  Night^ 

Total’ 

1  KC-46A 

4,287 

326 

A, 215 

338 

8,562  664 

9,226  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 


2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 
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Table  2,3-21,  Changes  to  171  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Proposed  KC-46A 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

Operations 

Unit 

Operations) 

Operations) 

(Percent  Increase) 

171  ARW 

6,943 

9,226 

2,283 

(19.0) 

(25.3) 

(32.9%) 

2. 3. 4. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  171  ARW  conduets  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingeney  missions  for  the  receiver 
aireraft.  Primary  air  refueling  traeks  used  by  the  171  ARW  are  deseribed  in  Table  2.3-22.  Under 
Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  a  slight  ehange  to  the  frequeney  of  use  due  to  the  proposed 
increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  reeeiver 
aireraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  be  using  the  existing  air  refueling  traeks  as  a  receiver  in 
addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aireraft  (off-loading  fuel),  but  the  minutes  in  the 
airspaee  for  eaeh  sortie,  and  the  operational  training  eondueted  would  not  ehange  in  any  of  the 
airspace  deseribed. 

2. 3.4. 6  Construction  Required 

Under  Alternative  #4,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aireraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  171  ARW  installation 
at  Pittsburgh  ANGS;  the  171  ARW  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for  that 
conversion  (Table  2-3-23).  The  proposed  eonstruction  projeets  would  comply  with  standards  set 
forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012).  AT/FP 
requirements  would  also  be  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable.  Proposed  faeilities  would  be 
sited  approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-8.  The  precise  layout  and  design  of  proposed 
faeilities  is  in  the  early  planning  stages,  and  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not 
finalized.  Should  loeations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those 
antieipated  and  depicted  herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these 
projects  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the  following  sections. 
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Table  2,3-22,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  171  ARW^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude^  Floor  and 

Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 
Current  Proposed 

Duke  MOA^  ATCAA 

8,000  feet -FL  180 

ATCAA  FL180-AS 

Assigned 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

17 

18 

WIOS"* 

Surface-FL500 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

45 

315 

45 

54 

WIO?"* 

Surface -Unlimited 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

45 

315 

35 

42 

193WA 

TBD 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

210 

80 

97 

AR  111 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

275 

56 

68 

AR  109H/L 

FL250-310H 

FL190-230L 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

45 

275 

41 

49 

AR  110 

FL240-270 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

50 

260 

21 

25 

AR  609 

FL180-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

300 

25 

30 

AR  631 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

265 

30 

36 

AR  206H/L 

FL280-FL310H 

FL250-FL270L 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

50 

295 

14 

16 

KIWI  MOA^ 

FLI90-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

315 

20 

24 

AR  636 

FL200-290 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

300 

16 

19 

AR  202 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

55 

265 

29 

35 

AR  207 

FL260-280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

37 

45 

AR2I6 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

33 

39 

AR220 

FLI90-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

70 

275 

239 

289 

AR  633 

FLI80-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

40 

48 

AR328 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

20 

24 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  171  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown.” 

2.  FL  Altitude  is  Mean  Sea  Level. 

3.  Military  Operations  Area  (MO A)  but  no  refuelings  occur  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

4.  W-Warning  Area  Floor  is  the  Surface  but  no  refuelings  occur  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  MOA  =  Military  Operations  Area;  ATCAA  =  Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned 
Airspace;  FL  =  Flight  Level 
Source:  171  ARW  2013a. 
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Table  2,3-23,  Proposed  171  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  302  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  a  20,464  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Maintenance  Flangar  302  in  order  to  provide  an 
adequately  sized  hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

20,464 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  320  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  a  19,180  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Fuel  Cell  Flangar  320  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately 
sized  hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

19,180 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #3-  Internal  Renovation  to  Hangar  301  | 

This  project  would  include  internal  renovations  only  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  space  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage  Trainer,  the 
Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

0 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  143,505  SF  of  concrete 
and  asphalt  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  taxiway  that  leads  to  the 
parking  ramp. 

143,505 

88,529 

FY2015 

1  Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  as 
well  as  new  fuel  lines  to  these  hydrants.  Approximately  58,335  SF 
of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel 
lines. 

3,246 

0 

FY2015 

Total 

186,395 

88,529 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  beddown  would  require  the  171  ARW  to  ensure  their 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  Although  the  Pittsburgh  ANGS  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of 
facilities  to  support  this  beddown,  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the 
requirements  laid  out  in  Section  2. 1.2.2,  there  remain  some  functional  areas  that  require 
modification.  Proposed  construction  includes  an  addition  to  Hangar  302,  an  addition  to  Hangar 
320,  internal  renovations  of  Hangar  301,  modification  to  existing  ramp  and  taxiway,  and  addition 
and  demolition  of  hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  projects  described  below  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts, 
so  as  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may  result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing 
standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in  higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  rewarded  with  lower  life 
cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC 
2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 

Addition  to  Hangar  302 

A  minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to 
support  the  maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A. 

Hangars  provide  an  environmentally  controlled  area  to 
perform  maintenance.  The  hangar  bays  require  enough 
space  to  use  the  support  equipment  such  as  stands  and 
carts  to  perform  maintenance  functions.  The  hangars 
would  house  the  maintenance  shops,  tool  cribs,  and 
personnel.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a 
commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly 
larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  20,464 
SF  addition  to  Hangar  302  would  need  to  be  added  in  order  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft 
inside  the  maintenance  hangar. 
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Addition  to  Hangar  320 

A  minimum  of  one  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Flangar 
is  required  to  support  the  maintenance  and  operations 
of  KC-46A.  The  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Flangar 
provides  space  for  covered  aircraft  maintenance,  shop, 
and  administrative  functions,  and  contains  utilities  and 
safety  systems  required  to  perform  fuel  systems 
maintenance  to  include  pressure  checks  and 
inspections.  Aircraft  hangar  space  is  required  for  on- 
aircraft  open  fuel  cell  maintenance.  The  KC-46A  is  a 
military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 

and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  19,180  SF  addition  to  Hangar 
320  would  need  to  be  added  in  order  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance 
hangar. 


m 

Hangar  320 


Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  301 


Internal  renovations  to  Hangar  301  would  be  made  in  order  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage 
Trainer,  the  Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 


Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft 
requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a 
fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  Additional  concrete 
would  need  to  be  added  to  the  parking  ramp  and 
taxiway  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  in  order  to  increase  the  size 
of  the  parking  ramp  to  accommodate  the  larger 
KC-46A  aircraft.  In  addition,  the  taxiways  would  need 
to  be  wide  enough  to  support  the  turning  radii  of  the 
KC-46A.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #4,  the  addition 
of  143,505  SF  of  concrete  and  asphalt  would  be  added 
to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  the  taxiway  that  leads 
to  the  parking  ramp.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately 
88,529  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 


New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

As  stated  above,  the  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8 
KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all 
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the  equipment  and  controls  to  provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 
The  system  reduces  the  amount  of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  Under 
Alternative  #4,  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  would  be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  as  well  as  new 
fuel  lines  to  one  of  these  hydrants.  Approximately  3,246  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of 
the  new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines. 

2. 3. 4. 7  Personnel  Changes 


The  171  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,306  personnel  (Table  2.3-24).  Under  Alternative  #4,  the 
KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  59  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning 
requirement  (approximately  a  5  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  the  authorized 
personnel  under  this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-24. 

Table  2.3-24,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  171  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

101 

101 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)' 

292 

328 

36 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

393 

628 

235 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

913 

737 

-176 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,306 

1,365 

59 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,014 

1,037 

23 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 


2,3,5  Alternative  #5  -  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 


2.3.5. 1  Background 


Rickenbacker  ANGS,  home  of  the  12U*  Air  Refueling  Wing  (121 
ARW)  of  the  Ohio  Air  National  Guard  (OH  ANG),  is  located 
approximately  12  miles  southeast  of  downtown  Columbus,  Ohio  in 
Franklin  County  (Figure  2.3-9).  The  121  ARW  installation  is 
situated  on  the  west  side  of  Rickenbacker  lAP,  an  international 
airport  operated  by  the  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority 
(CRAA).  The  121  ARW  holds  a  lease  with  the  Rickenbacker  lAP 
for  the  installation  property  with  a  termination  date  of  2061.  The 
installation  occupies  approximately  170  acres,  most  of  which  are 
within  the  main  cantonment  area. 
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23.5.2  Mission 

The  mission  of  the  121  ARW  is  to  provide  support  for  federal,  state,  and  eommunity  interests  by 
providing  timely  worldwide  air  refueling,  airlift,  and  support  forces;  protecting  life  and  property; 
and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  public  safety.  The  121  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  18 
KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  121  ARW  include  aircraft  fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground  vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground 
vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion 
control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and 
wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

2. 3. 5. 3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  121  ARW  would  convert  from  18  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135  BAI 
to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Rickenbacker 
ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out 
of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate 
NEPA  documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft  relocated  to  other  installations,  as 
necessary. 

2. 3. 5.4  Airfield  Operations 

Rickenbacker  lAP  has  two  parallel  runways  spaced  approximately  1,000  feet  apart.  Runway 
05R/23L  is  12,102  feet  long  and  200  feet  wide  and  Runway  05L/23R  is  1 1,902  feet  long  and  150 
feet  wide  (AirNav  2013c). 

In  2012,  the  121  ARW  flew  2,014  sorties.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and  airport 
traffic  counts,  the  unit  flew  1,289  of  these  sorties  from  Rickenbacker  lAP,  or  64  percent  of  the 
total  annual  sorties  flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S. 
and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the  121 
ARW  conducted  6,445  operations  with  an  average  of  5.0  operations  per  sortie  at  the  airfield 
(Table  2.3-25). 


Table  2,3-25,  Current  121  ARW  KC-135  Operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

1  KC-135 

3,223 

0 

3,061 

16E 

6,284 

161 

6,445  1 

Notes'.  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Night  operations  are  limited  due  to  Maintenance  Union  Agreement. 


Source:  121  ARW  2013a. 
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Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  annual  sorties,  64 
percent  of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Rickenbacker  ANGS).  Thus,  it  is 
expected  that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  annually  under  this 
alternative.  This  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the  baseline  1,289  sorties  (it  is  assumed  that 
the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at 
Rickenbacker  lAP  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,286  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an 
average  of  5.33  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  6,857  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an 
additional  412  airfield  operations  annually  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  (Table  2.3-26).  This  would 
increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  17.7  to  18.8  (Table  2.3.27).  There  would  be 
no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise 
abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4. 5. Noise). 


Table  2,3-26,  Proposed  121  ARW  KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

1  KC-46A 

3,424 

0 

3,157 

276 

6,581 

276 

6,857  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Night  Operations  are  limited  due  to  Maintenance  Union  Agreement. 


Table  2,3-27,  Changes  to  121  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Unit 

Total  Based  KC-135 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 
Proposed  KC-46A 
Operations 
(Percent  Increase) 

121  ARW 

6,445 

6,857 

412 

(17.7) 

(18.8) 

(6.4%) 

2. 3. 5. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  121  ARW  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  the  receiver 
aircraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  121  ARW  are  described  in  Table  2.3-28.  Under 
Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  a  slight  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  due  to  the  proposed 
increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver 
aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  use  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to 
the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the  airspace  for 
each  sortie  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change  in  any  of  the 
airspace  described. 
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Table  2,3-28,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  121  ARW^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude  Floor  and  Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 
Current  Proposed 

Buckeye  MO ATCAA 
6,000  feet  MSL  -FL500^ 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

100 

101 

Steelhead  MOA  ATCAA 
FL240-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

24 

24 

AR  202 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

150 

151 

AR  207 

FL260-280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

200 

204 

AR216 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

200 

204 

AR  220 

FL190-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

20 

21 

AR315^ 

FL190-FL210 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

300 

305 

AR  328 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

50 

51 

AR  455 

FL250-FL270 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

100 

101 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  121  ARW  in  this 

airspace.  Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 


2.  MOA  Floor  is  6,000  feet  MSL  but  no  refueling  occurs  below  10,000  feet  MSL 

3.  50,000  feet  MSL  (FL500) 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  MOA  =  military  operations  area;  ATCAA  =  Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned 
Airspace;  MSL  =  mean  sea  level;  FL  =  Flight  Level 
Source:  121  ARW  2013b. 

2. 3. 5. 6  Construction  Required 


Under  Alternative  #5,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  121  ARW  installation 
at  Rickenbacker  ANGS;  the  121  ARW  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for 
that  conversion  (Table  2.3-29).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with 
standards  set  forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012). 
AT/FP  requirements  would  also  be  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable.  Proposed  facilities  would 
be  sited  approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-10.  The  precise  layout  and  design  of  proposed 
facilities  is  in  the  early  planning  stages,  and  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not 
finalized.  Should  locations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those 
anticipated  and  depicted  herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these 
projects  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the  following  sections. 


Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  beddown  would  require  the  121  ARW  to  ensure  their 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  Although  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of 
facilities  to  support  this  beddown,  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the 
requirements  laid  out  in  Section  2. 1.2.2,  there  remain  some  functional  areas  that  require 
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modification.  Proposed  construction  includes  additions  and  renovations  to  Hangar  885,  an 
addition  to  Hangar  883,  internal  renovations  of  Hangar  888,  modifications  to  the  existing  ramp 
and  taxiway,  and  addition  and  demolition  of  hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  projects  described  below  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts, 
so  as  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may  result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing 
standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in  higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  rewarded  with  lower  life 
cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC 
2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 


Table  2,3-29,  Proposed  121  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  -  Addition  and  Modifications  to  Hangar  885  | 

This  project  would  involve  a  4,000  SF  addition  to  the  existing 
Maintenance  Flangar  885  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  modification  of  existing 
spaces  to  address  changes  in  the  Life  Safety  code.  The  Weapons 
System  Trainer  and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer  would  also  be 
installed  within  this  facility. 

4,000 

0 

FY2015 

1  Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Flangar  883  | 

This  project  would  involve  a  17,290  SF  addition  to  the  existing 
Fuel  Cell  Flangar  883  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

17,290 

0 

FY2015 

1  Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovation  to  Hangar  888  | 

This  project  would  include  internal  renovations  only  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  space  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage  Trainer. 

0 

0 

FY2015 

1  Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxilane  | 

This  project  would  include  the  renovation  of  338,877  SF  of 
concrete  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  the  taxilane  that  leads 
to  the  hangars  from  the  parking  ramp,  as  well  as  the  end  of  this 
same  parking  ramp. 

338,877 

14,660 

FY2015 

1  Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  seven  new  fuel 
hydrants.  New  fuel  lines  would  be  added  to  two  of  these 
hydrants,  while  five  would  be  re-piped  from  the  existing  spurs. 
In  addition,  demolition  of  seven  hydrants  would  occur. 
Approximately  8,163  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of 
the  new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines,  while  an  additional  1,206  SF  of 
disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  demolition  of  existing 
hydrants  and  fuel  lines. 

8,163 

0 

FY2015 

Total 

368,330 

14,660 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Addition  and  Modifications  to  Hangar  885 


A  minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to 
support  the  maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A. 

Hangars  provide  an  environmentally  controlled  area  to 
perform  maintenance.  The  hangar  bays  require  enough 
space  to  use  the  support  equipment  such  as  stands  and 
carts  to  perform  maintenance  functions.  The  hangars 
will  house  the  maintenance  shops,  tool  cribs,  and 
personnel.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a 
commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly 
larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  4,000  SF  addition  to  Hangar  885  would  need  to 
be  added  in  order  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance  hangar.  Interior 
modifications  of  Hangar  885  are  required  to  address  changes  to  Life  Safety  Codes. 


Hangar  885 


Addition  to  Hangar  883 

A  minimum  of  one  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Hangar 
is  required  to  support  the  maintenance  and  operations 
of  KC-46A.  The  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Hangar 
provides  space  for  covered  aircraft  maintenance,  shop, 
and  administrative  functions,  and  contains  utilities  and 
safety  systems  required  to  perform  fuel  systems 
maintenance  to  include  pressure  checks  and 
inspections.  Aircraft  hangar  space  is  required  for  on- 
aircraft  open  fuel  cell  maintenance.  The  KC-46A  is  a 
military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135. 

Therefore,  a  17,290  SF  addition  to  Hangar  885  would  need  to  be  added  in  order  to  accommodate 
the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance  hangar. 


Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  888 

Internal  renovations  to  Hangar  888  would  be  made  in  order  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage 
Trainer. 
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Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aireraft 
requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a 
fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  The  correct  pavement 
thickness  and  strength  of  the  parking  ramps  and 
taxiways  is  also  important  to  avoid  damage  to  the 
KC-46A  and/or  to  the  airfield  pavement.  During 
landing,  the  aircraft  is  light  on  fuel  and  the  weight  is 
transferred  from  the  wings  to  the  landing  gear  as  the 
nose  landing  gear  touches  down  and  the  aircraft 
decelerates.  During  takeoff  the  aircraft  is  heavy,  but  as 
the  aircraft  accelerates  the  weight  is  gradually 
transferred  from  the  wheels  to  the  wings.  Thus,  the  majority  of  the  damage  to  the  pavement 
occurs  during  loading  and  taxiing  prior  to  departure.  Additional  concrete  would  need  to  be 
added  to  the  parking  ramp  and  taxilane  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  in  order  to  satisfy  the  thickness  and 
strength  requirements  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  In  addition,  the  taxilanes  would  need  to  be  wide 
enough  to  support  the  turning  radii  of  the  KC-46A.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #5,  the 
renovation  of  338,877  SF  of  concrete  would  be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  the  taxilane 
that  leads  to  the  hangars  from  the  parking  ramp.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an 
increase  of  approximately  14,660  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

As  stated  above,  the  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8 
KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all 
the  equipment  and  controls  to  provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 
The  system  reduces  the  amount  of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  Under 
Alternative  #5,  seven  new  fuel  hydrants  would  be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp.  New  fuel  lines 
will  be  added  to  two  of  these,  while  five  will  be  re-piped  from  the  existing  spurs.  In  addition, 
demolition  of  seven  hydrants  would  occur.  Approximately  8,163  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines,  while  an  additional  1,206  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as 
a  result  of  the  demolition  of  existing  hydrants  and  fuel  lines.  Approximately  1,198  SF  of  the  total 
disturbance  occurring  would  be  temporary  disturbance  occurring  on  grassland  areas;  however,  this 
area  would  remain  a  pervious  surface  following  construction. 

23.5.1  Personnel  Changes 

The  121  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,497  personnel.  Under  Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A 
mission  would  add  an  additional  197  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning  requirement 
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(approximately  a  13  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  authorized  personnel  under 
this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-30. 

Table  2,3-30,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  121  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

119 

119 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)* 

323 

336 

13 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

442 

654 

212 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

1,055 

1,040 

-15 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,497 

1,694 

197 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,174 

1,358 

184 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 
2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 


2.4  No  Action  Alternative 

The  CEQ  regulation  40  CFR  §  1502.14(d)  specifically  requires  analysis  of  the  “No  Action” 
alternative  in  all  NEPA  documents.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  proposed  aircraft 
beddown  would  not  occur,  and  the  NGB  would  not  implement  the  components  described  above 
under  the  five  Action  Alternatives.  There  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft;  use  of  the 
airfield  at  the  proposed  locations;  or  use  of  Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA),  construction,  or 
personnel  assigned  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft  squadron.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  NGB 
would  continue  to  conduct  their  current  mission  using  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  with  multiple 
configurations  and  crews  that  are  not  trained  to  accomplish  every  mission.  This  lack  of 
standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the  fleet  would  continue  to  negatively  impact 
the  ability  for  KC-135  aircrews  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi-role  missions  or  exploit  new 
tactics  and  procedures.  The  continued  use  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  would  not  meet  the  identified 
needs  of  the  NGB  or  the  USAF;  however,  this  alternative  is  carried  forward  for  analysis  in  this 
EIS  per  CEQ  regulations,  and  as  a  baseline  from  which  to  compare  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

2.5  Identification  of  Preferred  Alternative 

The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
beddown.  The  USAF  selected  Pease  ANGS  based  on  an  operational  analysis,  results  of  site 
surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors. 

2.6  Summary  of  Anticipated  Impacts  Among  Alternatives 

Comparing  and  differentiating  among  alternatives  comprises  a  fundamental  premise  of 
NEPA.  A  summary  of  each  alternative,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative,  is  presented  in 
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Table  2.6-1,  which  can  then  be  used  to  compare  the  anticipated  impacts  of  each  altemative.  A 
summary  and  comparison  of  the  anticipated  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  each 
alternative  for  this  action  is  presented  in  Table  2.6-2. 
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Table  2,6-1,  Summary  of  Alternatives  (Current/Proposed) 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker 

ANGS 

No  Action 
Alternative 

Refueler  Aireraft  Type 

KC-135  / 
KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135  / 
KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135/KC-46A 

KC-135  / 
KC-135 

Number  of  Refueler 

Aireraft  (PAA) 

12/12 

8/12 

8/12 

16/12 

18/12 

Same  as  current 

ARW  Refueler  Flying 

Hours 

4,868  /  8,040 

3,687  /  8,040 

6,219/8,040 

6,016/8,040 

7,215/8,040 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Sorties 

1,478/2,010 

1,112/2,010 

1,382/2,010 

1,569/2,010 

2,014/2,010 

Same  as  current 

%  Home- Station  Operations 

64%  /  64% 

75%  /  75% 

44%  /  44% 

59%  /  59% 

64%  /  64% 

Same  as  current 

Home-Station  Sorties 

946/  1,286 

834/  1,508 

614/884 

926/  1,186 

1,289/  1,286 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 
Home-Station  —  ANG 

10,452  /  14,562 

8,340/  17,608 

6,140/8,840 

6,943  /  9,226 

6,445/6,857 

Same  as  current 

Total  Actual  Airfield 
Operations  (including 

ANG)  based  on  2012 
FAA/Tower  reports 

24,630/28,740 

62,686/71,875 

37,410/40,110 

139,217/  141,500 

39,436/39,848 

Same  as  current 

Total  FAR  Part  150 
(Baseline  2006/2007) 
Approved  Operations 
(including  ANG) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

321,436'/ 

317,602 

67,160^60,877 

Same  as  current 

Construction  —  new 

Hangar 

modifications; 

ramp/taxiway 

modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

new  fuel 
hydrants;  new 
simulator 
building; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

building 
additions;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 
modifications; 
new  fuel 
hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/  taxiway 
modifications 

None 

Construction  —  renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

None 

Proposed  Personnel  Change 
(ANG  and  active  duty) 

-094 

-f287 

-fl71 

+59 

-fl97 

0 

Notes:  1.  2006  Part  150  Study  data 
2.  2007  Part  150  Study  data 

ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst;  PAA  =  ;Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized;  ARW  =  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  ANG  =  Air  National  Guard;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Noise  1 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by  4, 1 10 
(39  pereent  inerease  in 

190  ARW  operations,  17 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  41  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
inerease  by  9,268  (111 
pereent  inerease  in  108 

WG  operations,  15  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  inerease  by 
1,831  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by 

2,700  (44  pereent 
inerease  in  157  ARW 
operations,  7  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
inerease  by  135  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  deerease  by  3,834 
(29  pereent  deerease 
from  the  eurrently 
published  baseline  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
[2006];  and  a  2  pereent 
inerease  in  aetual  2012 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  79  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
deerease  by  6,283  (48 
pereent  deerease  from  the 
eurrently  published 
baseline  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  [2007];  and  a  1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  deerease 
by  99  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  The  noise 
environment  at  eaeh  of  the  five 
alternative  airfields  would 
eontinue  to  be  managed  through 
their  existing  AtCUZ  or  FAR 

Part  150  airfield  eompatibility 
programs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  Noise  impaets  at  any 
of  the  alternative  installations 
under  the  No  Aetion  Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Air  Quality  | 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located 
in  an  attainment  area  for 
all  criteria  pollutants. 
While  there  would  be 
increases  in  operational 
criteria  pollutant 
emissions,  they  would  be 
below  the  PSD 
threshold,  and  would  not 
be  significant.  Impacts 
from  construction 
emissions  and 
operational  HAP 
emissions  would  be 
negligible. 

The  108  WG  installation  is 
in  a  nonattainment  area  for 
03  (marginal 
nonattainment)  and 
maintenance  area  for 

PM2.5  and  CO,  and  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 

Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants,  except  NOx, 
which  would  be  above  the 
de  minimis  threshold  of  100 
tpy.  A  conformity 
determination  will  be 
prepared.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions  and 
operational  HAP  emissions 
are  negligible. 

The  Pease  ANGS 
installation  is  in  a 
maintenance  area  for 

03,  and  is  therefore 
subject  to  de  minimis 
thresholds.  Impacts 
from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all 
criteria  pollutants. 

Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP 
emissions  are 
negligible. 

The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
located  within  a  non¬ 
attainment  area  for 

PM2.5,  a  moderate 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  1997  8-hour  03 
standard,  and  is 
classified  as  a  marginal 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  2008  8-hour  03 
standard,  according  to  40 
CFR  81.339.  The 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 
Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

The  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
is  located  in  a 
nonattainment  area  for  the 
03  and  PM2.5  NAAQS. 
While  there  are  increases 
in  operational  criteria 
pollutant  emissions,  they 
are  below  the  PSD/de 
minimis  thresholds  for  all 
pollutants  and  are  not 
significant.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  FLAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

Air  Quality  at  each  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
currently  is.  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  Emissions  at  each 
of  the  alternative  installations 
would  continue  to  be  in 
compliance  with  their  respective 
SIPs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  to  Air  Quality 
at  each  alternative  installation 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Safety  | 

There  would  be  a  39 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

1 90  ARW  airfield 
operations  (17  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Forbes 

Field  Airport  with 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  1 1 1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

108  WG  airfield  operations 
(15  pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at  JB 
MDL  with  a  eommensurate 
inerease  in  mishap  and 
BASF!  potential. 

There  would  be  a  44 
pereent  inerease  in 
aetual  157  ARW 
airfield  operations  (7 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Portsmouth  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  33 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  171  ARW  airfield 
operations  (2  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Pittsburgh 
lAP  with  a 

eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  6 
pereent  inerease  over  the 
aetual  2012  121  ARW 
airfield  operations  (1 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Riekenbaeker  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease  in 
mishap  and  BASH 
potential. 

Both  ground  and  flight  safety  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  There  would 
be  no  additional  impaets  to 

Safety  under  the  No  Aetion 
Alternative. 

Constmetion  aetivities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  teehniques.  During  eonstmetion,  standard  eonstmetion  safety  proeedures 
would  be  employed,  and  striet  adherenee  to  all  applieable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  proeedures  would  further  minimize  the 
relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  eonstmetion  aetivities.  Impaets  to  safety  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

Soils  and  Water  | 

There  would  be 
approximately  5.9  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  no  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.7  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  2.4  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  3.0  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  0.5 
aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.3  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  2.0  aeres 
of  new  impervious 
surfaee  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  8.5  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  0.3  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

Soils  and  Water  Resourees  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impaets  to  Soils  and  Water 
Resourees  as  a  result  of  the  No 
Aetion  alternative. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion, 
mnoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstmetion 
praetiees  would  be  implemented.  In  addition,  as  the 
eonstmetion  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the 
surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the 
Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this 
alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion,  mnoff,  and  sedimentation, 
standard  eonstmetion  praetiees  would  be  implemented.  Proposed  eonstmetion 
would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet 
does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  As  a  result,  impaets  to  soil  and  water  resourees 
would  be  negligible. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Biological  Resources  I 

No  impacts  to  vegetation 
and  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be 
impereeptibly  benefieial 
due  to  the  slight  decrease 
in  noise. 

39  percent  increase  in 

190  ARW  (17  percent 
increase  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  due 
to  constmction  would  be 
negligible. 

No  speeial  status  species 
or  eritieal  habitat  is 
known  to  oeeur  on 

Forbes  Field  Airport; 
therefore,  there  would  be 
no  impacts  to  these 
species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  minor. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  expected  to  be 
minor  due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and  the 
temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

Ill  percent  inerease  in  108 
WG  (15  percent  inerease  in 
total)  airfield  operations 
may  result  in  a  slight 
inereased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes 
to  occur,  including  those 
with  migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  speeies 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  oceur  on  McGuire  Field. 
Six  state  listed  species  are 
known  to  oecur  on 

McGuire  Field.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  and  impaets 
to  state  listed  speeies  would 
be  minor. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from 
operational  noise  would 
be  expected  to  be  minor 
due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and 
the  temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

44  percent  inerease  in 

157  ARW  (7  pereent 
inerease  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  inereased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 
No  federally  listed 
species  or  eritieal 
habitat  is  known  to 
occur  on  Portsmouth 
lAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  signifieant  impacts  to 
wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be  minor 
due  to  the  33  percent 
increase  in  171  ARW 
airfield  operations.  This 
small  inerease  in  the 
airfield  operations  may 
also  result  in  a  slight 
increased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  oceur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  or 
critical  habitat  is  known 
to  occur  on  Pittsburgh 

LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  species. 
There  would  be  no 
impacts  to  state  listed 
species. 

Impaets  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impaets  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  minor  due  to  the 

6  percent  increase  in  121 
ARW  airfield 
operations.  This  small 
increase  in  the  airfield 
operations  may  also  result 
in  a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  to  occur,  including 
those  with  migratory 
birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 

No  federally  listed  speeies 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  oeeur  on  Rickenbaeker 
LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  speeies. 

There  would  be  no  change  to 
Biological  Resources  under  this 
alternative. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Biological  Resources 
as  a  result  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Cultural  Resources  | 

Construction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements. 

Minor  interior 
modifications  to 

Building  679  would  not 
affect  the  NRHP- 
eligibility  of  the  building. 
The  Kansas  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  and 
no  known  traditional 
resources  are  known  to 
occur.  Two  responses 
have  been  received  from 
the  Kaw  Nation  and  the 
Wichita  and  Affiliated 
Tribes  stating  that  they 
have  no  objection  to  the 
Proposed  Action. 
Additional  efforts  were 
made  to  contact  non- 
responsive  tribes 
without  success.  While 
the  NGB  and  the  USAF 
values  its  relationship 
with  all  tribes  and  will 
continue  to  consult  on 
other  planning  efforts 

Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
primarily  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  A 
small  amount  of 
constmction  (0.15  acre) 
would  occur  in  forested 
area  near  this  developed 
area.  Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys  at 
McGuire  Field,  the  area  of 
proposed  constmction  does 
not  contain  any  known 
NRFlP-eligible  sites  and  is 
considered  to  have  a  low 
potential  for  containing 
buried  materials.  The  New 
Jersey  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  No  traditional 
resources  have  been 
identified.  Responses  from 
the  Delaware  Tribe  of 
Indians  and  the  Delaware 
Nation  stated  that  their 
review  indicated  no 
religious  or  culturally 
significant  sites  in  the  area. 
SHPO  consultation  for  this 
EIS  has  provided 
concurrence  that  no  historic 
properties  would  be 

Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys 
on  the  installation,  the 
area  of  proposed 
constmction  does  not 
contain  any  known 
NRHP-eligible  sites  or 
traditional  resources. 
Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  The 
New  Hampshire  SHPO 
has  concurred  with 
these  findings.  The 
Penobscot  Indian 

Nation  is  the  only 
federally-recognized 
tribal  entity  affiliated 
with  Pease  ANGS,  and 
has  responded  stating 
that  they  have  no  issues 
with  the  Proposed 

Action.  No  impacts  to 
cultural  impacts  would 
be  expected  to  occur. 

The  installation  contains 
no  known  traditional 
resources.  Given  the 
extensive  development 
on  the  installation,  it  is 
unlikely  that  there  are 
traditional  resources 
located  at  the  Pittsburgh 
ANGS.  Constmction 
activities  associated  with 
this  alternative  are 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements  and 
all  impacts  would  be 
negligible. 

Correspondence  has 
been  received  from  all 
tribes  consulted 
including  the  Seneca 
Nation  of  Indians,  the 
Cayuga  Nation  of  New 
York,  the  Tonowanda 
Band  of  Seneca, 

Tuscarora  Nation  of 

New  York,  and  the 
Onondaga  Nation  of 

New  York  stating  that 
they  have  no  objection  to 
the  Proposed  Action 

Constmction  activities  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 
would  be  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in 
the  areas  of  the  aircraft 
hangars  and  airfield 
pavements.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  for 
cultural  resources  and  no 
traditional  cultural 
resources  are  known  to 
exist  in  the  area.  The  one 
significant  archaeological 
resource  that  is  located 
within  the  installation  is 
not  within  the  proposed 
constmction  areas  and 
would  not  be  impacted. 

Two  NRHP-eligible 
hangars  (883  and  885) 
could  be  adversely 
impacted  by  constmction 
under  this  alternative. 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  have 
developed  a 

Programmatic 

Agreement  stating  that  if 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB 

2  KC-46A  beddown, 
additional  consultation 
would  be  conducted  to 
minimize  and  mitigate 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Cultural  Resources  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  they  currently  are. 

None  of  the  proposed  facility 
constmction/reno various  would 
occur  at  any  of  the  installations, 
and  thus,  there  would  be  no 
potential  impacts  to  facilities  that 
are  eligible  for  listing  on  the 

NRHP.  There  would  be  no 
surface  disturbance  from 
constmction  activities,  and  thus 
no  potential  to  impact  unknown 
archaeological  resources.  There 
would  be  no  additional  impacts 
to  Cultural  Resources  as  a  result 
of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

or  matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes,  Section  106 
consultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Forbes  ANGS  is  now 
complete. 

affected  under  the  proposed 
action. 

adverse  effects  to  these 
buildings. 

Correspondence  has  been 
received  from  the  Peoria 
Tribe  of  Indians,  the 
Pokagon  Band  of 
Potawatomi  Indians,  the 
Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  of 

North  Dakota,  the 

Delaware  Nation,  and  the 
Shawnee  Tribe  who 
indicated  that  they  had  no 
objection  to  the  proposed 
project.  Additional 
efforts  were  made  to 
contact  non-responsive 
tribes  without  success. 
While  the  NGB  and  the 
USAF  values  its 
relationship  with  all 
tribes  and  will  continue 
to  consult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or 
matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes.  Section  106 
consultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
now  complete. 

1  Land  Use  | 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
increase  by  4, 1 1 0  ( 1 7 
percent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would  increase 
by  9,268  (15  percent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
increase  by  2,700  (44 
percent). 

Airfield  operations 
would  decrease  by  3,834 
(29  percent  decrease) 
from  the  currently 

The  number  of  airfield 
operations  would  decrease 
by  6,283  (48  percent 
decrease)  from  the 

Land  Use  at  each  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
currently  is.  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
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Forbes  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
decrease  by  41  acres  (55 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property). 
Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would  be 
compatible  with  current 
land  use  and  zoning 
designations  and  would 
result  in  imperceptibly 
beneficial  impacts  by 
reducing  the  off-airport 
areas  currently  exposed 
to  a  DNL  between  65  dB 
and  70  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


JBMDL 


Acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  off  DoD-controlled 
property  would  increase  by 
419  acres.  An  additional  8 
acres  of  residential  use 
areas  would  be  exposed  to 
greater  than  65  dB  DNL. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would 
not  change  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  minor  adverse 
impacts  due  to  an  increase 
in  off-airport  areas 
(including  residential  areas) 
exposed  to  a  DNL  between 
65  dB  and  75  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not  be 
affected. 


Pease  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
increase  by  135  acres. 
Of  this  increase  in 
acreage,  4  acres  would 
be  off  airport-controlled 
property. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due 
to  the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  due  to  an 
increase  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would 
not  be  affected. 


Pittsburgh  ANGS 


published  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  (2006),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  79  acres.  There 
would  be  a  decrease  of 
approximately  23  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property.  Current  land 
use  and  zoning 
designations  would  not 
change  due  to  the  basing 
oftheKC-46A.  This 
alternative  would  result 
in  negligible  impacts  in 
off-airport  areas  exposed 
to  a  DNL  above  65  dB. 
Airport  Hazard  Areas 
would  not  be  affected. 


Rickenbacker  ANGS 


currently  published  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
(2007),  and  the  acreage 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
(and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  99  acres. 

Decrease  of  72  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property,  resulting  in  345 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property  that  lie 
within  the  65  dB  contour. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the  KC-46A. 
This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


No  Action  Alternative 


KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impaets  to  Land  Use 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative 
at  any  of  the  alternative  locations. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Infrastructure  and  Transportation  | 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is 
expected  that  the  existing  infrastmcture  is  generally  adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative. 
Impacts  to  infrastmcture  resulting  from  constmction  would  be  negligible  since  any  intermption  of  utility  services  or  increased  demand  on 
infrastmcture  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to  infrastmcture  would  be  negligible. 

Infrastmcture  and  Transportation 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  they  currently 
are.  There  would  be  no  change 
to  the  based  personnel  at  any  of 
the  alternative  locations.  There 
would  be  no  increase  in  use  of 
various  utilities  or  roadway 
systems  under  this  alternative. 
There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  | 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  190 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

One  of  the  ERP  Sites, 

SS-39,  overlaps  with  a 
portion  of  the  existing  fuel 
hydrants  that  would  be 
capped,  as  well  as  the 
proposed  addition  to 

Hangar  3336.  Remedial 
investigation  is  on-going 
with  this  site.  It  is 
recommended  that  a  vapor 
intmsion  analysis/testing  is 
completed  prior  to 
constmction  to  investigate 
any  potential  concern.  If 
testing  indicates  a  vapor 
intmsion  concern,  the 
installation  would 
implement  practices  in 
accordance  with  site- 
specific  vapor  mitigation 
design  considerations.  If 
contaminated  media  were 
encountered  during  the 
course  of  site  preparation 
or  site  development,  work 
would  cease  until  108  WG 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and  state 
agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 
ERP  sites.  Impacts 
relative  to  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes 
would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  171 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP  site 
that  overlaps  proposed 
constmction  is  closed. 
However,  if  contaminated 
media  are  encountered 
during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work  would 
cease  until  121  ARW 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative  location.  The  benefit 
of  eliminating  ozone  depleting 
substances  with  the  KC-46A 
would  not  be  realized. 

The  throughput  and  management 
of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  not  change  from 
baseline  conditions. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Wastes  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


2-66 


Chapter  2  -  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

There  would  not  be  an  inereased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this  alternative.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  needed 
for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of 
the  KC-135  fleet.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  eonstmetion  aetivities  would  be  managed  per 
applieable  USAF  regulations. 

Socioeconomics  | 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  eonstmetion  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible  resulting  from  eonstmetion  payrolls  and  materials 
purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from  proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

Socioeconomics  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  The  minor  economic 
benefit  of  additional  based 
personnel  and  eonstmetion 
activity  would  not  occur  at  any  of 
the  alternative  installations. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Socioeconomics  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  | 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
ineluding  no  minority  or 
low-ineome  populations, 
and  no  additional  sehools 
loeated  within  the 
vieinity  of  Forbes  Field 
Airport  exposed  to  a 

DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impaets 
to  minority  or  low- 
ineome  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
speeial  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

The  percentage  of  minority 
and  low-income  persons 
affected  would  remain 
approximately  the  same  as 
baseline. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to 
minority  or  low- income 
populations.  The  child 
development  center  that  is 
currently  under  the  65  dB 
contour  would  be  located 
under  the  70  dB  contour. 
There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

There  are  no  residential 
areas  within  the  noise 
contours.  No  additional 
schools  would  be 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Portsmouth 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate 
impacts  to  minority  or 
low-income  populations 
and  no  special  health  or 
safety  risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low-income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Pittsburgh 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
special  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low- income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
exposed  to  a  DNL  of  65 
dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low-income 
populations. 

There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  There  were  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to  low- 
income,  minority,  or  children 
identified  under  any  of  the  action 
alternatives.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  as  a  result  of 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Notes:  190  ARW  =  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  dB  =  decibel;  DNL  =  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level;  DoD  =  Department  of  Defense;  108  WG  =  108*’  Wing;  157  ARW  =  157*  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations;  AICUZ  =  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone;  ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant 


Deterioration;  HAP  =  hazardous  air  pollutant;  O3  =  ozone;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen; 
tpy  =  tons  per  year;  CFR  =  Code  of  Federal  Regulations;  SIP  =  State  Implementation  Plan;  BASH  =  Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix- 
Lakehurst;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  171  ARW  =  17U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  121  ARW  =  12U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  NRHP  =  National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  SHPO  =  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office;  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program;  EBP  =  lead-based  paint;  ACM  =  asbestos-containing  material;  USAF  =  United  States  Air  Force 
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2,7  Mitigation 

Mitigation  measures  avoid,  minimize,  remediate,  or  compensate  for  environmental  impacts. 
CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR  1508.20)  define  mitigation  to  include  the  following: 

1 .  Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a  certain  action  or  parts  of  an  action. 

2.  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action,  and  its 
implementation. 

3.  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the  affected  environment. 

4.  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  preservation  and  maintenance 
operations  during  the  life  of  the  action. 

5.  Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute  resources  or 
environments. 

Avoiding,  minimizing,  or  reducing  potential  impacts  has  been  a  priority  guiding  the  development 
of  the  KC-46A  alternatives  and  the  proposed  aircraft  operations  associated  with  each.  Measures 
to  minimize  impacts  are  designed  into  the  alternatives;  applied  to  construction,  operation,  or 
maintenance  involved  in  the  action;  or  implemented  as  compensatory  measures. 

Depending  on  which  base  is  eventually  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  there  are 
potential  mitigation  actions  that  will  be  required.  These  mitigation  actions  would  be  carried 
forward  in  implementing  the  selected  alternative  .  Listed  below  are  the  potential  mitigations  that 
could  be  required  at  JB  MDL  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS.  The  proponent  of  the  action  is 
responsible  for  ensuring  that  mitigations  are  carried  forward.  No  mitigation  actions  have  been 
identified  for  Forbes  ANGS,  Pease  ANGS,  and  Pittsburgh  ANGS. 

If  JB  MDL  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  mitigation  for  air  quality  would  be 
required.  The  108  WG  installation  is  in  a  nonattainment  area  for  O3  (marginal  nonattainment), 
and  maintenance  area  for  CO  and  PM2.5,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  de  minimis  thresholds  (see 
Section  4.2.2  and  Appendix  F).  Impacts  from  proposed  operational  emissions  would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria  pollutants,  except  NOx,  which  would  be  above  the  de  minimis  threshold 
of  100  tpy.  If  JB  MDL  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  a  conformity 
determination  must  be  completed,  demonstrating  compliance  with  the  SIP,  prior  to  signature  of 
the  ROD. 

If  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  mitigation  for  adverse 
impacts  to  cultural  resources  could  be  required  (see  Section  4.5.6).  Two  of  the  hangars  (885  and 
888)  proposed  for  additions,  modifications,  and  renovations  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  Ohio 
SHPO  concurred  with  the  eligibility  determination.  Hangar  885  would  have  an  addition  and 
renovations  inside  to  house  the  new  aircraft  and  support  facilities.  Because  these  renovations 
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would  alter  a  structure  that  is  considered  eligible  for  the  NRHP,  the  construction  would  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  a  historic  property.  Modification  to  Hangar  888  would  all  be  interior;  however, 
they  could  have  an  adverse  effect  to  this  NRHP-eligible  resource.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the 
Ohio  SHPO  have  developed  a  Programmatic  Agreement  stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  further  consultation  would  be  conducted  to 
minimize  and  mitigate  adverse  effects  (see  Appendix  B,  Section  B3). 

Following  signature  of  the  ROD,  a  Mitigation  Plan  will  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  32  CFR 
989.22(d).  The  Mitigation  Plan  will  address  specific  mitigations  identified  for  the  selected 
alternative  and  agreed  to  during  the  environmental  impact  analysis  process. 
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CHAPTER  3  EXISTING  CONDITIONS 


This  section  describes  the  natural  and  human  environment  that  would  be  affected  by 
implementation  of  the  various  alternatives  described  in  Chapter  2.  In  describing  the  affected 
environment,  a  framework  for  understanding  the  potential  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  effects 
of  each  alternative,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative  is  provided. 

As  directed  by  guidelines  contained  in  NEPA,  CEQ  regulations,  and  32  CER  989,  Environmental 
Impact  Analysis  Process,  the  description  of  the  affected  environment  focuses  only  on  those 
resource  areas  potentially  subject  to  impacts  and  should  be  commensurate  with  the  anticipated 
level  of  environmental  impact. 

The  affected  environment  is  described  for  1 1  resource  topics:  Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety,  Soils 
and  Water,  Biological  Resources,  Cultural  Resources,  Land  Use,  Infrastructure  and 
Transportation,  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste,  Socioeconomics,  and  Environmental  Justice  and 
the  Protection  of  Children.  The  following  sections  reference  Appendix  A,  which  presents  an 
introduction  that  defines  each  of  the  resources  addressed  in  the  section,  summarizes  applicable 
laws  and  regulations  that  apply  to  all  installations,  defines  key  terms  as  necessary,  and  describes 
the  general  ROI  within  which  the  effects  from  implementation  of  the  various  alternatives  are 
anticipated  to  occur.  The  ROI  varies  from  resource  to  resource,  but  in  general,  effects  from  the 
proposed  activities  are  expected  to  be  concentrated  around  each  of  the  alternative  installations. 
A  more  specific  ROI  for  each  installation/resource  is  described  within  each  Chapter  3  section 
that  follows,  as  are  any  local/regional  regulations. 

3.1  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Eorbes  ANGS,  home  of  the  190  ARW  of  KS  ANG,  is  located  approximately  5  miles  south  of 
Topeka  in  Shawnee  County,  Kansas.  The  190  ARW  base  is  situated  on  the  northwest  side  of 
Eorbes  Eield  Airport,  a  municipal  airport  owned  and  operated  by  MTAA. 

3.1.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  located  within  a  commercial 
airport  with  a  published  Eederal  Aviation  Regulations  (EAR)  Part  150  Airport  Noise 
Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for  use  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration’s  (FAA’s) 
Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM)  to  generate  DNL  noise  contours;  however,  if  the  primary  noise 
generator  are  military  aircraft,  NOISEMAP  may  also  be  used.  For  this  noise  analysis,  the  USAF 
generated  DNL  noise  files  reflecting  2012  airport  operations  using  NOISEMAP,  a  computer 
program  used  to  model  noise  exposure  in  the  vicinity  of  military  airfields.  For  commercial 
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airfields,  the  most  current  and  approved  FAR  Part  150  noise  files  were  used  for  the  baseline 
conditions  and  airfield  operations  and  for  noise  impacts,  these  baselines  were  used  for  analysis. 
For  other  resource  areas,  the  most  current  2012  FAA/airport  airfield  operational  data  was  used. 
For  more  detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods,  see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

3 . 1 . 1 . 1  Baseline  Operations 

In  1984,  the  MTAA  published  a  noise  study  in  support  of  the  1984  Airport  Master  Plan  Update 
(Johnson  2013)  and  represents  1982  operational  levels  (Forbes  Field  Airport  1984).  Due  to  the 
age  of  the  data,  and  because  the  military  aircraft  (KC-135  and  Army  National  Guard  HH-60’s) 
are  the  prominent  aircraft  based  at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  the  USAF  completed  a  new  study  to 
estimate  baseline  noise  exposure  using  the  NOISEMAP  computer  program.  The  new  study  was 
completed  to  reflect  2012  airport  operations  and  is  used  as  the  baseline  for  this  analysis. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  May  2013,  approximately  24,630  total  aircraft 
operations  occurred  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  during  the  12-month  period  ending  December  2012 
(Forbes  ANGS  2013).  An  aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft  departs  from  the 
runway  and  each  time  they  approach  the  runway.  Table  3. 1.1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of 
aircraft  operations  for  Forbes  Field  Airport  based  on  information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying 
organizations,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel.  The  majority  of  aircraft  traffic  includes  air 
cargo,  commercial  regional  jets  (air  taxi),  and  larger  commercial  aircraft  and  other  based  military 
aircraft,  along  with  based  ANG  KC-135  aircraft.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at 
an  installation  varies  from  day  to  day,  for  Forbes  Field  Airport,  operations  were  calculated  for  an 
average  busy  day  for  military  aircraft  and  an  average  annual  day  (AAD)  for  civilian  aircraft. 
Yearly  operations  were  averaged  over  the  number  of  flying  days  flown  (260  days)  for  military 
aircraft  and  across  all  365  days  of  the  year  for  civilian  aircraft.  Table  3. 1.1-1  reflects  a  total  of 
approximately  79  total  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (10,452  divided  by  260  days  plus  14,178 
divided  by  365  days)  flown  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  Approximately  8  percent  of  the  total 
operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00 
a.m.). 


Table  3, 1,1-1,  Current  Forbes  Field  Airport  Annual  Aircraft  Operations 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Nighf 

Totaf 

KC-135 

4,541 

685 

4,390 

836 

8,931 

1,521 

10,452 

Other  Aircraft^ 

6,848 

241 

6,848 

241 

13,696 

482 

14,178 

Total 

11,389 

926 

11,238 

1,077 

22,627 

2,003 

24,630 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
L-101 1,  MD-80,  Lear  35,  and  HH-60. 

Source:  Forbes  ANGS  2013. 
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Using  the  2012  baseline  data,  the  190  ARW  KC-135  aircraft  flew  a  total  of  10,452  annual 
airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  40  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  15  percent  of 
the  total  KC-135  operations  occur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  42  percent  of 
total  operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  are  accomplished  by  the  190  ARW  KC-135  aircraft. 

3 . 1 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Forbes  Field  Airport  aircraft  use  straight  out  departures,  straight  in  approaches.  Instrument  Flight 
Rule  (IFR)  or  radar  closed  patterns,  and  Visual  Flight  Rule  (VFR)  closed  patterns  as  the  basic 
flight  patterns  for  training,  local  arrival,  and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival, 
departure,  and  closed  pattern  flight  tracks  are  found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise. 

3 . 1 . 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  are  shown  in  Figure 
3. 1.1-1.  The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  Forbes  Field  Airport  property  is 
shown  in  Table  3. 1.1 -2  for  the  baseline  condition.  Approximately  971  acres  are  exposed  to  DNL 
greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB.  Detailed  information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a 
DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be  found  in  Section  3.1.7,  Land  Use. 

Table  3, 1,1-2,  Acres  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On-Airport 

(acres) 

Off-Airport 

(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

448 

165 

613 

70-75 

308 

0 

308 

75-80 

50 

0 

50 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

Greater  than  85 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

806 

165 

971 

Note:  dB  =  decibel 
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Potential  Hearing  Loss 

There  is  no  property  off  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  that  falls  within  the  baseline  80+  dB  DNL  noise 
eontour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  currently  associated  with  these  areas. 

3. 1.1. 4  Forbes  Field  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Procedures 

Forbes  Field  Airport  has  no  published  noise  abatement  procedures.  The  117*  Air  Refueling 
Squadron  (117  ARS)  (a  squadron  of  the  190  ARW)  has  one  noise  abatement  procedure  published 
in  their  In-Flight  Guide  (117  ARS  2011)  that  requires  pilots  to  avoid  overflight  of  a  housing  area 
located  2  nautical  miles  (nm)  west  of  Runway  13.  This  published  procedure  minimizes  flying 
activities  of  the  117  ARS  that  could  adversely  affect  its  neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduce  noise 
impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations. 

3 . 1 . 1 .5  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  Noise  Complaint  Procedures 

Currently,  noise  complaints  are  handled  through  the  MTAA.  There  have  been  no  recent  noise 
complaints  (Johnson  2013). 

3,1.2  Air  Quality 

3 . 1 . 2 . 1  Regulatory  S  etting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and 
Environment  Bureau  of  Air  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality  within  the 
state  of  Kansas.  The  state  of  Kansas  regulates  air  quality  through  the  Kansas  Air  Quality  Act, 
Section  65.3001  through  65.3030  of  the  Kansas  Air  Quality  Statues,  and  the  Kansas  Air  Quality 
Regulations,  Section  28,  Article  19  of  the  Kansas  Administrative  Regulations.  The  state  of 
Kansas  has  not  adopted  separate  ambient  air  quality  standards  from  the  NAAQS.  The  NAAQS 
are  summarized  in  Table  3. 1.2-1. 
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Table  3, 1,2-1,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pg/mb 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pg/m^) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m" 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

30-Day  Average 

— 

— 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 

Forbes  ANGS,  home  of  the  190  ARW  of  the  KS  ANG,  is  loeated  on  Forbes  Field  Airport, 
approximately  5  miles  south  of  Topeka  in  Shawnee  County,  Kansas.  The  U.S.  environmental 
Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  has  classified  the  state  of  Kansas  as  an  attainment/unclassified  area 
for  all  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore  not  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity 
Rule. 

The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
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used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 

3. 1.2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

The  state  of  Kansas  has  a  continental  climate,  meaning  that  it  is  not  influenced  by  any  major 
bodies  of  water.  Summers  are  warm  with  the  majority  of  annual  precipitation  occurring  from 
April  through  September.  Winters  tend  to  be  cold  with  an  occasional  mild  period  and  moderate 
snowfall  amounts.  Much  of  the  severe  weather  for  which  Kansas  is  often  noted  is  due  to  weather 
patterns  that  bring  cold  dry  air  into  contact  with  warm  moist  air  over  the  state.  There  are  many 
severe  thunderstorms  each  year  with  an  average  of  1 1 1  tornadoes  per  year  in  the  state  (High 
Plains  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

Annual  average  temperatures  in  Topeka  range  from  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  43.5 
degrees  Fahrenheit  (°F)  to  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  65.8“F,  with  a  yearly  average  of 
54.6°F  (Western  Regional  Climate  Center  2013).  January  is  the  coldest  month,  with  average 
minimum  temperatures  of  17.6°F.  July  is  the  hottest  month  in  the  area,  with  average  maximum 
temperatures  reaching  89.7°F.  In  the  Topeka  area,  average  annual  precipitation  (1948-2012)  was 
34.77  inches  (High  Plains  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

The  prevailing  wind  direction  for  the  state  of  Kansas  is  from  the  south.  The  average  annual  wind 
speed  for  Topeka  is  10.4  miles  per  hour  (High  Plains  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

3. 1.2. 3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  area  surrounding  Forbes  Field  Airport  is  mainly  used  for  agriculture,  with  some 
development  in  the  surrounding  areas  to  the  north,  west,  and  south.  The  USEPA’s  National 
Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Shawnee  County.  Table  3. 1.2-2 
summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide  sources,  and  mobile)  of  criteria 
pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 
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Table  3, 1,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Shawnee  County,  Kansas 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  | 

Stationary  Sources 

2,143 

2,009 

3,853 

6,036 

635 

342 

Area- Wide  Source 

3,866 

7,543 

410 

34 

17,149 

2,117 

Mobile  Sources 

31,885 

6,840 

2,902 

77 

348 

280 

Total 

37,894 

16,392 

7,165 

6,147 

18,132 

2,739 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant. 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3. 1.2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  190  ARW  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3. 1.2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  station  to  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  is  located  in 
Topeka,  and  monitors  ozone  (O3),  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter 
(PMio),  and  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5).  The  closest 
monitoring  station  to  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  that  monitors  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen 
dioxide  (NO2),  and  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  is  located  in  Kansas  City.  Values  measured  at  the 
Kansas  City  monitoring  station  are  likely  to  be  conservative  because  Kansas  City  is  more 
developed  than  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  area. 


As  shown  in  Table  3. 1.2-3,  some  O3  exceedances  have  been  measured  in  Topeka  during  the 
recent  5 -year  period;  however,  the  area  has  not  been  designated  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  O3. 
One  exceedance  of  the  24-hour  PM2.5  standard  was  measured  in  201 1;  however,  that  exceedance 
was  attributed  to  an  exceptional  event.  The  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  exceeded  in  2008  and 
2010;  however,  the  99*  percentile  did  not  exceed  the  standard.  The  data  show  that  the  area  did 
not  experience  violations  of  all  other  NAAQS. 
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Table  3, 1,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  Topeka  and  Kansas  City,  Kansas 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.068 

0.068 

0.082 

0.084 

0.085 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

0 

0 

2 

4 

8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

26.6 

35.6 

29.1 

40.8 

35.2 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  |ig/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (|ig/m^) 

10 

8.7 

9 

9.9 

8.6 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

51 

78 

72 

76 

67 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

2.2 

2.4 

2.1 

2.3 

3.3 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

1.8 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

2.0 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.066 

0.062 

0.077 

0.061 

0.064 

98*  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.062 

0.045 

0.054 

0.053 

0.052 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1  Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.090 

0.050 

0.081 

0.065 

0.071 

99*  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.043 

0.043 

0.049 

0.048 

0.050 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)* 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.017 

0.015 

0.013 

0.012 

0.013 

Notes:  1 .  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  20 10. 

Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source:  USEPA  2013a. 

3. 1.2. 5  190‘^  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  190  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  12  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  190  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

Emissions  for  the  190  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2006  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(190  ARW  2008a).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  190  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Eederal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  100  tons  per  year  (tpy)  for  all  criteria 
pollutants  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  hazardous  air  pollutant  (HAP)  or  25  tpy  of  any 
combination  of  HAPs.  The  190  ARW  does  not  currently  hold  a  Eederal  Operating  Permit  as  its 
emissions  are  below  the  major  source  thresholds,  and  is  not  required  to  hold  Class  1  or  Class  11 
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Operating  Permits  under  the  Title  V  permitting  requirements  or  the  requirements  of  the  Kansas 
Department  of  Health  and  Environment. 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  190  ARW  include  emissions  from  natural  gas-fired  heating 
units,  waste  oil  boilers,  diesel  generators,  and  open  detonation  of  ordnance.  Mobile  source 
emissions  include  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground 
vehicle  operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted 
on  the  aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  190 
ARW  installation  considered  all  based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated 
for  all  flight  activities  below  the  default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  above  ground  level  [AGE]). 
Baseline  emissions  also  include  stationary  sources  and  emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips 
associated  with  existing  personnel  and  dependents.  These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from 
the  other  mobile  sources,  account  for  the  majority  of  the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #1,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  privately  owned  vehicles  (POVs)  associated  with  KC-135 
flight  operations  were  evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated 
based  on  2012  aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-1,  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to 
calculate  aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of 
the  methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions 
for  the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are 
provided  in  Table  3. 1.2-4. 


Table  3, 1,2-4,  190  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Forbes  ANGS 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

3.63 

54.09 

99.23 

8.48 

0.45 

0.45 

23,585 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2,446 

Engine  Testing 

0.17 

2.52 

0.69 

0.11 

0.01 

0.01 

299 

POVs 

1.94 

26.38 

1.46 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

993 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

5.75 

83.00 

101.39 

8.61 

0.53 

0.49 

27,324 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 
Source-.  190  ARW  2008a. 


3,1,3  Safety 


This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/Runway  Protection  Zones  (RPZs), 
explosive  safety,  and  AT/EP.  Plight  safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures. 
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aircraft  mishaps,  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strike  hazards  (BASH),  and  fuel  jettison  requirements. 
The  affeeted  environment  ineludes  the  airfield  and  loeal  airspaee  surrounding  Forbes  Field 
Airport. 

3 . 1 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Fire/Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenanee  aetivities  eonducted  by  the  190  ARW  are  performed  in 
aeeordanee  with  applieable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Teehnieal  Orders,  and 
standards  preseribed  by  Air  Foree  Oecupational  Safety  and  Health  (AFOSH)  requirements.  The 
190  ARW  provides  fire,  erash,  rescue,  and  struetural  fire  proteetion  for  the  installation  and  its 
aireraft.  The  190  ARW  has  a  eooperative  response  agreement  with  the  loeal  Metropolitan 
Topeka  Airport  fire  department  for  mutual  aid  in  fire  proteetion,  first  responder  and  lifesaving 
serviees,  and  hazardous  materials  ineident  response. 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrietions  assoeiated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preelude  ineompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3,  for  specific  RPZ 
discussion  and  Section  3.1.7  for  land  use  eompatibilities).  The  eity  of  Topeka,  Kansas  utilizes 
the  FAA’s  airport  land  use  eompatibility  guidelines,  and  as  sueh,  the  RPZs  have  allowed 
development  to  be  eompatible  with  airport  operations. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  190  ARW  stores,  maintains,  and  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performanee 
of  their  mission.  Ordnanee  for  the  190  ARW  is  eurrently  stored  in  an  aboveground  storage 
magazine,  with  an  operating  loeation  in  a  nearby  Munitions  Inspeetion  Building.  Both  faeilities 
are  loeated  on  the  north  end  of  the  fiightline  near  the  engine  test  eell  and  have  limits  of  4,000 
pounds  and  1,000  pounds  of  Hazard  Division  explosives  1.3  and  1.4,  respeetively. 

Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  military  facilities  at  the  190  ARW  installation  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  were 
eonstrueted  before  AT/FP  eonsiderations  beeame  a  eritieal  eoneern.  Thus,  under  eurrent 
eonditions,  many  facilities  do  not  eomply  with  all  eurrent  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new 
construetion  oeeurs  and  as  faeilities  are  modified,  the  190  ARW  would  ineorporate  these 
standards  to  the  maximum  extent  praetieable. 
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3. 1.3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Forbes  Field  Airport  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules. 
Specific  safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be 
followed  by  ah  aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFl  1 1-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations, 
C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close 
proximity  during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency 
separation  procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (ah  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight-hours  (Air  Force  Safety  Center  [AFSEC]  2012).  The  190  ARW 
has  not  experienced  a  Class  A  mishap  in  the  past  1 1  years  (190  ARW  2013b).  Together,  the  low 
KC-135  mishap  rate  and  the  lack  of  190  ARW  mishap  history  would  make  the  chances  of  a 
Class  A  accident  involving  a  KC-135  aircraft  at  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  an  unlikely  event. 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  ah  reported  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  190  ARW  of  the  KS  ANG  has  an  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and 
assistance  is  freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  staff,  and  the  local  air 
traffic  controllers.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  Eorbes  Eield  Airport 
area  are  unusual  and  have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (190  ARW  2013a).  The  190  ARW 
has  recorded  63  minor  BASH  incidents  from  2002  to  2012,  with  an  average  of  fewer  than  six  per 
year  (190  ARW  2013a). 

Fuel  Jettison 

Eor  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Airbases  must  establish  jettison  areas  and 
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procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at 
altitudes  above  20,000  feet  AGL,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas, 
agricultural  regions,  and  water  supply  sources.  APIs  cover  the  fuel  jettison  proeedures,  and  loeal 
operating  polieies  define  speeific  fuel  ejeetion  areas  for  eaeh  base. 

After  receiving  approval  from  the  Operations  Group  Commander  and  coordinating  with  Kansas 
City  Air  Route  Traffie  Control  Center,  the  primary  fuel  jettison  area  for  the  190  ARW  is  a 
holding  pattern  between  20  and  30  miles  southwest  of  the  field  at  21,000  feet  MSL.  The  aircrew 
would  follow  fuel  jettisoning  procedures  in  API  11-2KC135,  C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures 
(2010). 

3,1.4  Soils  and  Water 

3. 1.4.1  Soils 

This  area  of  Kansas  is  within  the  Interior  Plains  on  a  glaeial  drift  plain  with  broad,  smooth 
ridgetops  and  slopes  that  are  nearly  level  to  strongly  sloping.  Loess  covers  the  surfaee  of  almost 
all  of  the  uplands  in  this  area  underlying  glacial  drift  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  [USD A] 
2006).  The  190  ARW  installation  is  located  on  relatively  fiat  improved  land  with  an  elevation  of 
approximately  1,080  feet  MSL  (Kansas  Army  National  Guard  2010). 

The  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  Soil  Survey  for  Pawnee  County,  Kansas 
identifies  the  following  three  individual  soil  types  at  the  installation: 

Ladysmith  silty  clay  loam,  0  to  1  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typieally  found  on  summits  and 
uplands  from  weathered  limestone  and  shale.  This  soil  type  displays  properties  that  would 
potentially  limit  building  site  development  due  to  high  shrink-swell  potential,  low  strength,  and 
depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is  designated  as  Prime  Parmland  (NRCS 
2013a).  Approximately  70  pereent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Ladysmith  silty  clay  loam,  1  to  3  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  identical  to  the  soil  type  above; 
however,  the  slopes  are  slightly  steeper.  This  soil  type  is  also  designated  as  Prime  Farmland 
(NRCS  2013a).  Approximately  28  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Pawnee  clay  loam,  4  to  8  percent  slopes,  eroded:  This  soil  type  is  often  found  on  side  slopes  of 
till  plains.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited  due  to  high 
shrink-swell  potential,  low  strength,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is 
eonsidered  a  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  (NRCS  2013a).  Approximately  2  percent, 
located  in  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  installation,  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 
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3. 1.4.2  Surface  Water 

The  190  ARW  installation  is  loeated  within  the  Shunganunga  Creek  Watershed,  a  sub-basin  of 
the  Middle  Kansas  Watershed  that  encompasses  over  5,684  square  miles  within  the  state  of 
Kansas  (USEPA  2013b).  The  Kansas  River  valley  is  138  miles  long;  this  course  roughly  follows 
the  maximum  extent  of  the  Kansan  glaciation,  and  the  river  likely  began  as  a  path  of  glacial 
meltwater  drain  (Kansas  Center  for  Agricultural  Resources  and  the  Environment  2011).  The 
Shunganunga  Creek  Watershed  drains  the  Shunganunga  Creek  until  it  joins  the  Kansas  River 
further  downstream. 

Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  190  ARW  installation  include  Eynn  Creek  to  the 
east  and  South  Branch  Shunganunga  Creek  to  the  west  (Eigure  3. 1.4-1).  The  Kansas  River  is 
approximately  6  miles  north  of  the  installation  and  the  Wakarusa  River  is  approximately  3  miles 
south.  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  is  located  on  a  drainage  divide  between  Eynn  Creek  to  the  east  and 
the  South  Branch  of  Shunganunga  Creek  to  the  west.  Eynn  Creek  flows  southeasterly  into  the 
Wakarusa  River  approximately  5  miles  from  the  installation.  The  South  Branch  Shunganunga 
Creek  flows  north  into  the  Kansas  River  about  6.5  miles  from  the  installation  (190  ARW  2008b). 

Surface  water  within  the  installation  primarily  consists  of  a  series  of  manmade  ditches,  storm 
sewers,  and  drainage  swales.  Drainage  of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by  overland  flow  to 
storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  connected  by  a  network  of  underground  pipes.  There  are  three 
primary  drainage  basins  on  the  installation:  SDO-001,  -002,  and  -003.  All  three  outfalls 
ultimately  join  the  South  Branch  Shunganunga  Creek.  The  two  outfalls  associated  with 
industrial  activity  (SDO-001  and  -002)  are  regulated  under  the  Kansas  General  Permit  for 
Stormwater  Runoff  Assoeiated  with  Industrial  Aetivity  (S-ISWA-1 1 1 1-1).  The  permit  is 
administered  by  the  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  the  Environment  under  the  auspice  of  the 
USEPA  (190  ARW  2012a). 

3 .  E  4 . 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  often  oecurs  in  valley-fill  of  alluvium  and  terraee  deposits  assoeiated 
with  the  Kansas  River  Valley.  There  is  no  regional  circulation  of  groundwater  in  this  area  due  to 
the  highly  dissected  nature  of  the  upland  topography.  Therefore,  water  level  fluctuations  in 
upland  wells  are  a  direct  result  of  loeal  additions  or  withdrawals  of  groundwater.  Water-level 
fluetuations  in  wells  in  the  valley  alluvium  are  somewhat  more  eomplex  owing  to  the  influence 
of  the  Kansas  River  and  its  tributaries  whieh  tend  to  reverse  normal  groundwater  gradients 
(Kansas  Geological  Survey  2012). 
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0  ^  ISO  Figure  3, 1,4-1,  Surface  Water  Features 

i  fL  ***  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 

Source;  NRCS  2012a.  NGB  2013a.  190  ARW  2008c. _ 
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Groundwater  resources  underlying  the  190  ARW  are  found  in  two  distinct  units:  the  Nodaway 
Coal  underlying  bedrock  and  the  unconsolidated  material  overlying  the  bedrock.  The  water  table 
occurs  at  10  feet  below  ground  surface  beneath  most  of  the  installation  but  ranges  from  2  to  24 
feet  in  portions  of  the  installation.  Groundwater  flow  is  generally  to  the  northwest.  Due  to  lack 
of  hydraulic  connectivity  of  groundwater  underlying  the  installation,  groundwater  does  not  flow 
from  one  end  of  the  installation  to  the  other,  but  occurs  as  isolated  pockets.  The  potential  for 
contaminant  migration  in  groundwater  underlying  the  installation  is  low  due  to  the  lack  of 
hydraulic  connectivity  (190  ARW  2008b). 

3. 1.4.4  Floodplains 

Per  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  Elood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for 
Shawnee  County,  Kansas,  Panel  310  (Map  Number  20177C0310E,  Effective  September  29, 
2011),  the  190  ARW  installation  is  located  within  an  area  designated  as  Zone  X.  The 
designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside  the  0.2  percent  annual  chance  flood  (500 
year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding  (EEMA  2011). 

3,1.5  Biological  Resources 

3. 1.5.1  Vegetation 

Eorbes  Eield  Airport  occurs  within  the  Prairie  Parkland  (Temperate)  Province.  Vegetation  in  this 
region  typically  is  forest-steppe  characterized  by  intermixed  prairie,  groves,  and  bands  of 
deciduous  trees.  Prairies  are  dominated  by  grasses  such  as  big  bluestem  {Andropogon  gerardii), 
little  bluestem  (Schizachyrium  scoparium),  switchgrass  (Panicum  virgatum),  and  Indian  grass 
{Sorghastrum  nutans).  Upland  forests  are  dominated  by  oak  {Quercus  spp.)  and  hickory  {Carya 
spp.)  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority  of  the  airport  is  developed  or  actively  landscaped,  with  little 
natural  vegetation  or  habitat  remaining. 

3. 1.5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  lack  of  substantial  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human 
activities  at  and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of 
wildlife  present  at  the  airport  and  the  190  ARW  installation  consists  of  species  that  are  highly 
adapted  to  developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Eorbes  ANGS  is  located  within  the  Central  Elyway, 
one  of  four  major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the  bird 
species  found  at  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  or  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act  of  1918  (MBTA).  Common  bird  species  observed  on  the  installation  include  Killdeer 
(Charadrius  vociferous),  Barn  Swallow  (Hirundo  rustica),  Great  Homed  Owl  {Bubo  virgianus), 
European  Starling  {Sturnus  vulgaris).  Chimney  Swift  {Chaetura  pelagica).  Western  Meadowlark 
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(Sturnella  neglectd).  Mourning  Dove  {Zenaida  macroura),  American  Kestrel  {Falco  sparverius), 
American  Robin  {Turdus  migratorius),  Broad-winged  Hawk  {Buteo  platypterus),  Franklin’s  Gull 
(Spermophdus  franklinii),  Rock  Pigeon  {Columbia  livia),  Lesser  Scaup  (Aythya  affinis),  Horned 
Lark  {EremophUa  alpestris),  and  Eastern  Meadowlark  {Sturnella  magna).  Other  common 
wildlife  include  the  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus  virginianus),  coyote  {Canis  latrans),  red  fox 
{Vulpes  vulpes),  striped  skunk  {Mephitis  mephitis),  and  eastern  cottontail  {Sylvilagus  floridanus) 
(190  ARW  2004,  2012b). 

3. 1.5.3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  or  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  The  potential  for 
several  federally  and  state  listed  species  to  occur  within  Shawnee  County  within  the  vicinity  of 
the  airport  exists;  however,  there  is  little  to  no  habitat  for  these  species  within  the  airport  or  the 
installation.  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E.  There  is  no  critical  habitat 
located  on  the  installation. 

3. 1.5. 4  Wetlands 

No  wetland  delineation  has  been  conducted  on  the  190  ARW  installation  (190  ARW  2004).  In 
addition,  no  National  Wetland  Inventory  wetlands  occur  on  the  installation  (U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  [USFWS]  2013).  A  general  survey  of  the  proposed  construction  sites 
conducted  in  March  2013  showed  no  signs  of  wetlands. 

3,1,6  Cultural  Resources 

3. 1 .6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

All  undeveloped  and  relatively  undisturbed  areas  of  the  190  ARW  installation  have  been 
intensively  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  no  archaeological  resources  have  been 
identified  at  the  190  ARW  installation  (KS  ANG  2008). 

The  2008  cultural  resources  survey  verified  that  the  entire  installation  has  low  to  no  probability 
for  archaeological  resources  due  to  past  disturbances  from  construction  and  the  high  level  of 
development.  Additionally,  the  installation  lacks  the  types  of  landforms  associated  with 
previously  recorded  cultural  resources  on  adjacent  lands  (KS  ANG  2008,  2010).  The  Kansas 
SHPO  concurred  with  these  findings  (Zollner  2008). 

3 . 1 .6.2  Architectural  Resources 

All  of  the  190  ARW  installation’s  24  buildings  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  (pre-1990) 
have  been  inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  (KS  ANG  2008).  One  building 
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(Building  679)  was  determined  eligible  by  the  Kansas  SHPO  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The 
remaining  23  buildings  were  determined  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  Kansas  SHPO 
eoneurred  with  these  determinations  (see  Zollner  2008  in  Appendix  B4).  Building  679  is  eligible 
for  listing  in  the  NRHP  under  eriterion  A  for  having  eontributed  to  events  important  in  history 
(the  U.S.  defensive  military  response  during  the  Cold  War)  and  under  eriterion  C  as  a  prime 
example  of  a  particular  type  of  architecture.  It  was  one  of  only  ten  150-men  alert  readiness 
structures  constructed  in  the  U.S.,  and  one  of  approximately  40  alert  crew  dormitories  of  the 
various  sizes  nationwide  that  are  extant  today.  In  May  of  2008,  the  Kansas  SHPO  received 
notice  of  a  proposed  major  renovation  of  Building  679.  Subsequently,  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  was  signed  among  the  Kansas  SHPO,  the  KS  ANG,  and  the  190  ARW  that  outlined 
procedures  to  mitigate  the  adverse  effects  the  renovations  would  have  to  this  NRHP-eligible 
building  (see  Appendix  B4).  The  building  was  demolished  to  the  foundation  and  entirely  rebuilt 
the  following  year. 

3. 1.6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  190  ARW  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  eight  federally-recognized 
Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have  been 
identified  including:  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Delaware  Nation,  Kaw  Nation,  Osage  Nation 
of  Oklahoma,  the  Prairie  Band  Potawatomi  Tribe,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  East 
Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  and  the  Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes. 

3,1.7  Land  Use 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located  on  Forbes  Field  Airport,  a  public  use  airport  owned  by  the  MTAA.  The 
airfield  is  located  in  Topeka,  Shawnee  County,  Kansas,  about  10  miles  south  of  the  city  center. 
The  190  ARW  installation  consists  of  approximately  160  acres  on  the  northwest  comer  of  Forbes 
Field  Airport,  adjacent  to  the  mnway. 

Fand  adjacent  to  the  airfield  in  unincorporated  Shawnee  County  is  traditionally  agricultural  and 
remains  sparsely  populated  and  mral  in  character.  On  the  west  side  of  the  airfield  within  the  city 
limits  of  Topeka,  industrial  uses  have  developed  along  U.S.  Highway  75.  Fong-term  land  use 
for  the  city  is  guided  by  a  comprehensive  plan.  Short-term  actions  are  regulated  by  zoning 
ordinances  implemented  through  the  Topeka  Municipal  Code  and  Shawnee  County  (City  of 
Topeka  2011,  Shawnee  County  2013) 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  and  provides  for 
protection  of  the  areas  surrounding  Forbes  Field  Airport.  The  Topeka  Municipal  Code  1981  § 
4-55  defines  and  establishes  airport  hazard  zones,  height  limitations,  and  land  use  restrictions 
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within  these  zones.  This  zoning  protects  RPZs.  Detailed  descriptions  of  RPZs  can  be  found  in 
Section  A.3.1.1  of  Appendix  A.  The  City  of  Topeka  has  zoned  the  areas  to  the  west  of  the 
airfield  for  industrial  use.  A  triangular  area,  north  of  the  airport  boundary  and  between  U.S. 
Highway  75  and  S.E.  53'^‘*  Street,  is  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  district,  which  allows 
more  flexibility  in  the  use  of  land  and  structures  to  account  for  specific  site  features  than 
standard  land  use  categories.  The  PUD  north  of  the  airport  currently  includes  industrial  uses  and 
vacant  land,  but  also  accommodates  streets  and  commercial  use  (City  of  Topeka  2011).  The 
unincorporated  areas  to  the  east  of  the  airfield  are  zoned  as  Residential  Reserve  District,  where 
the  maximum  density  permitted  is  one  single-family  dwelling  per  3  acres  minimum.  This 
designation  provides  a  transitional  area  between  urbanized  development  and  rural-agricultural 
areas  where  increased  urbanization  occurs  if  municipal  services  and  facilities  were  to  become 
available  (Shawnee  County  2013). 

Currently,  aircraft  noise  from  Forbes  Field  Airport  exposes  approximately  166  acres  of  off- 
airport  areas  of  land  zoned  as  industrial,  residential  reserve,  and  PUD  to  noise  levels  between  65 
dB  and  70  dB  DNF.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are  located 
within  the  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNF  off-airport  noise  contour  areas.  Figure  3. 1.7-1  shows  an 
overlay  of  the  baseline  noise  contours  onto  a  map  displaying  the  existing  land  use  in  the  vicinity 
of  Forbes  Field  Airport. 
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3.1,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3. 1.8.1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  190  ARW  installation  is  provided  by  the  City  of  Topeka.  Potable  water  in 
the  area  is  supplied  primarily  from  the  Kansas  River.  The  City  of  Topeka  Water  Division  pumps 
an  average  of  approximately  8  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  customers  (City  of  Topeka 
2013a).  In  calendar  year  (CY)  2012,  2,424,824  gallons  of  potable  water  were  supplied  to  the  190 
ARW  installation  (190  ARW  2013b). 

3. 1.8. 2  Wastewater 

The  190  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
processes,  including  oil/water  separator  discharge  (OWS),  wash  rack  discharge,  floor  wash¬ 
down,  latrines,  sinks,  and  showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  190  ARW  installation  is 
conveyed  into  the  municipal  sewage  system  to  the  City  of  Topeka  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant. 
The  City  owns  two  wastewater  treatment  plans.  The  Oakland  and  the  North  Topeka  Wastewater 
Treatment  Plants,  which  have  a  combined  capacity  to  treat  28  million  gallons  of  wastewater 
daily  (City  of  Topeka  2010). 

3. 1.8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  190  ARW 
Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  (2012),  the  190  ARW  installation  has  a 
stormwater  drainage  conveyance  system  typified  by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface 
drains,  underground  pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and  swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see 
Section  3.1.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  municipal  separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The 
stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely  collect  and  transport  surface  water 
runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the  installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from 
the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 

3. 1.8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  190  ARW  installation  by  West  Star  Energy  via  an  underground 
powerline.  Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Kansas  Gas  Service  via  an  8-inch  main  line.  Electricity 
consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  190  ARW  installation  was  6,144,451  kilowatt-hours.  Natural 
gas  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  190  ARW  installation  was  152,900  cubic  feet  (190  ARW 
2013b). 
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3. 1.8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  190  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  190  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (190  ARW  2009a)  and  guidelines  specified  in  AFl  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  AFl  incorporates,  by  reference,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CFR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applicable  federal  regulations,  AFls,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  AFl  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  incorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  190  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  190  ARW  installation  and  transported 
by  contractor  to  the  Rolling  Meadows  Waste  Management  facility  in  Topeka,  Kansas. 

3. 1.8. 6  Transportation 

The  190  ARW  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways. 
Interstate  (1-)  70  and  1-470  lie  to  the  north  of  the  installation  and  run  primarily  east  and  west.  In 
addition,  1-335  intersects  with  1-470  and  runs  north  and  south,  to  the  west  of  the  installation.  The 
installation’s  main  gate  is  accessed  from  SW  Topeka  Boulevard,  which  can  be  accessed  from 
1-470  orU.S.  Highway  75. 

3,1.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 . 1 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  190  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  operations  support  and 
maintenance,  including  petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricant  (POL)  management  and  distribution,  liquid 
fuels  maintenance,  transportation  maintenance,  vehicle  paint,  power  production,  machine  shop 
operations,  and  flight  simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  190  ARW 
installation  include  hydraulic  fluid,  waste  oils,  recovered  fuels,  spent  cleaners,  strippers, 
solvents,  flammable  and  combustible  liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints 
(190  ARW  2009b). 

There  is  currently  one  1,500-gallon  aboveground  storage  tank  (AST)  on  the  190  ARW 
installation  in  Building  176  that  stores  polyvinyl  chloride.  There  are  currently  two  underground 
storage  tanks  (USTs)  located  on  the  190  ARW  installation.  One  is  located  at  Building  775  and  is 
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used  for  capturing  an  accidental  release  of  pesticide.  The  other  is  an  8,000-gallon  USX  in  the 
POL  (ANG  2008). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
lead-based  paint  (LBP),  and  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs).  Asbestos-containing  material 
(ACM)  is  known  to  occur  in  Buildings/Hangars  665,  666,  673,  679,  692,  770,  and  780.  ACM 
was  removed  from  Buildings  151  and  167  prior  to  a  recent  renovation  that  was  completed.  In 
addition,  ACM  was  removed  from  Buildings  656  and  659  prior  to  their  demolition  in  the  early 
1990s  (190  ARW  2005). 

An  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  190  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation. 

The  installation  is  considered  PCB  free.  PCBs  may  still  be  present  in  older  light  ballasts; 
however,  these  are  not  regulated  as  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated  equipment  (ANG 
2008). 

3 . 1 . 9 .2  Hazardous  W aste  Management 

The  190  ARW  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan  contains  the 
governing  regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and 
responding  to  releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (190  ARW 
2012c).  The  190  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling 
and  managing  hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed. 
In  addition,  it  includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations 
pertaining  to  hazardous  waste  (190  ARW  2009b). 

The  190  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Small  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  and  maintains 
USEPA  Identification  Number  KS0572824043.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where 
the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  A  satellite  accumulation  point  (SAP)  is  an  area  where 
hazardous  waste  is  initially  accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the 
SAP  manager.  Hazardous  wastes  initially  accumulated  at  an  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate 
containers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation  central  accumulation  point  (CAP).  There 
are  six  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated)  identified  at  the  installation  in 
Buildings/Hangars  662,  668,  and  770.  The  installation  CAP  is  located  in  Building  57008  (190 
ARW  2009b). 
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OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
eontaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Two  former 
OWSs  were  loeated  on  the  installation  but  were  removed  in  the  1990s.  Currently  there  are  no 
aetive  OWSs  loeated  within  the  190  ARW  installation  (190  ARW  2005). 

3 . 1 .9.3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

Ten  potentially  contaminated  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (ERP)  sites  were  identified  in 
1986  for  closure  at  the  190  ARW. 

Eor  all  except  three  sites.  Decision  Documents  for  no  further  action  were  recorded  due  to  a 
determination  to  have  little  or  no  threat  for  contaminant  migration.  Eor  the  remaining  three  sites. 
Decision  Documents  for  no  further  action  but  periodic  groundwater  monitoring  were  recorded 
(190  ARW  2005).  Table  3. 1.9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  and  Eigure  3. 1.9-1  shows 
the  locations. 


Table  3, 1,9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  190  ARW  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

1 

This  site  is  adjacent  to  the  JP-4  storage  area  where  contamination  was  judged  to 
be  minimal.  Monitoring  conducted  during  1990-1993  at  these  three  sites  were 
completed  with  no  contaminants  reported  above  detection  limits. 

Closed 

This  site  is  a  surface  drainage  ditch  and  storm  sewer  overflow.  Low  contaminant 
concentrations  and  relative  immobility  of  contaminants  cause  the  risk  to  the  public 

6 

or  the  environment  to  be  judged  minimal.  Monitoring  conducted  during  1990- 
1993  at  these  three  sites  were  completed  with  no  contaminants  reported  above 
detection  limits. 

Closed 

8 

This  site  is  the  refueling  hydrant  C,  where  Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbon  was 
reported  in  groundwater  and  soil  gas  samples.  No  evidence  of  contaminant 
migration  was  indicated.  Monitoring  conducted  during  1990-1993  at  these  three 
sites  were  completed  with  no  contaminants  reported  above  detection  limits. 

Closed 

Notes:  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program 
Source-.  190  ARW  2005. 


3,1,10  Socioeconomics 

3.1.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 

Eorbes  ANGS  is  located  approximately  5  miles  south  of  Topeka  in  Shawnee  County,  Kansas. 
Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  Kansas,  Shawnee  County,  and  the  city  of 
Topeka  are  provided  in  Table  3.1.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010,  Shawnee  County’s  population 
increased  by  16,958,  an  increase  of  approximately  11  percent  (U.S.  Census  Bureau  [USCB] 
1990a,  2000a,  2010a). 
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Figure  3, 1,9-1,  Environmental  Restoration  Program 
foo  Sites  at  the  190  ARW  Installation,  Forbes  Field  Airport 
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Table  3,1,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

Kansas 

2,477,574 

2,688,418 

2,853,118 

Shawnee  County 

160,976 

169,871 

177,934 

City  of  Topeka 

119,883 

122,377 

127,473 

Source:  USCB  1990a,  2000a,  2010a. 


The  190  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,242,  including  403  full-time 
and  839  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-6). 

Employment  and  Earnings 

Table  3.1.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  Kansas,  Shawnee  County,  and 
the  city  of  Topeka.  Based  on  2007-2011  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  5-year  estimates, 
there  were  92,855  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  86,188  employed  within 
Shawnee  County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  7  percent.  Top 
employment  industries  in  Shawnee  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and 
social  assistance;  2)  retail;  and  3)  public  administration  (USCB  2011a).  Principal  employers 
include  State  of  Kansas,  Storemont-Vail  Healthcare,  Topeka  School  District,  Blue  Cross  Blue 
Shield,  and  St.  Francis  Health  Center  (City  of  Topeka  2013b). 


Table  3,1,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (Vo) 

Kansas 

1,506,400 

1,410,911 

95,489 

6.3 

Shawnee  County 

92,855 

86,188 

6,667 

7.2 

City  of  Topeka 

66,056 

60,550 

5,506 

8.3 

Note:  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 

Source:  USCB  201  la. 


3.1.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  31,296  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Shawnee  County  (USCB  2011a). 

3.1.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Shawnee  County  was  79,140  with  a  vacancy  rate  of 
approximately  8  percent  (USCB  2010a). 
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3,1,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.1.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.1.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low-ineome,  and  ehildren  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
Kansas,  as  well  as  the  eity  and  eounty  within  the  vicinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport. 
Approximately  19  pereent  of  the  population  of  Shawnee  County  is  eomposed  of  minorities  (i.e., 
an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presenee  in  a  eommunity),  compared  to 
approximately  16  pereent  for  the  state  of  Kansas.  The  pereentage  of  population  living  below  the 
poverty  level  for  the  state  of  Kansas  (approximately  13  percent)  is  the  lower  than  Shawnee 
County  (approximately  15  pereent)  (USCB  2010a). 


Table  3,1,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

Kansas 

2,853,118 

462,074 

16.2 

359,493 

12.6 

726,939 

25.5 

Shawnee  County 

177,934 

33,522 

18.8 

26,156 

14.7 

44,171 

24.8 

City  of  Topeka 

127,473 

30,301 

23.8 

24,092 

18.9 

31,093 

24.4 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 

2010  census  data.  Low-income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-201 1  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  2010a,  201  la. 


Currently  there  are  no  populations,  including  minority  or  low-income  populations,  located  in  the 
vicinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport  within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 

3.1.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Shawnee  County  was 
approximately  44,171  (approximately  25  percent  of  the  population)  (Table  3.1.11-1).  The  state 
of  Kansas  has  a  slightly  higher  percentage  population  of  children  compared  to  the  county 
(approximately  26  percent)  (USCB  2010a).  There  are  no  on-installation  housing  or  facilities  for 
children  located  at  the  190  ARW  installation.  Currently,  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through 
Grade  12  off-installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 
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3.2  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

JB  MDL,  home  of  the  108  WG  of  the  NJ  ANG,  is  loeated  in  eentral  New  Jersey,  spanning  more 
than  20  miles  with  more  than  42,000  eontiguous  aeres.  The  base  is  loeated  18  miles  southeast  of 
Trenton,  45  miles  east  of  Philadelphia,  50  miles  south  of  New  York  City,  and  14  miles  inland 
from  the  Atlantie  Oeean. 

3.2.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impaets  in  the  vieinity  of  a  military  installation,  the  USAF  uses  NOISEMAP,  a 
eomputer  program  used  to  model  noise  exposure  in  the  vieinity  of  military  airfields.  Noise 
eontours  were  generated  for  JB  MDL  (MeGuire  Field)  in  2012.  For  more  detailed  information 
on  the  noise  modeling  methods,  see  Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.  1.2. 

3 .2 . 1 . 1  Baseline  Operations 

In  2012,  JB  MDL  initiated  an  update  to  their  2009  MeGuire  AFB  Air  Installation  Compatible 
Use  Zone  (AlCUZ)  study  that  ineluded  noise  modeling  for  eurrent  MeGuire  Field  aireraft 
operations.  The  aireraft  operations  ineluded  in  the  2012  NOISEMAP  update  form  the  baseline 
for  this  analysis. 

Based  on  aireraft  operations  data  validated  in  Mareh  2013,  approximately  62,686  total  aireraft 
operations  oeeurred  at  MeGuire  Field  during  the  12-month  period  ending  Oetober  2011  (JB 
MDL  2013a).  An  aireraft  operation  is  eounted  eaeh  time  an  aireraft  departs  from  the  runway  and 
eaeh  time  they  approaeh  the  runway.  Table  3.2. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequeney  of  aireraft 
operations  for  MeGuire  Field  based  on  information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying  organizations, 
and  air  traffie  eontrol  personnel.  The  majority  of  aetive  USAF  and  ANG  flying  units  eurrently  at 
MeGuire  Field  operate  the  C-17,  KC-10,  KC-135,  and  the  C-32  aireraft.  Although  the  number  of 
aireraft  operations  at  an  installation  varies  from  day  to  day,  for  MeGuire  Field,  operations  were 
ealeulated  for  an  AAD,  meaning  that  yearly  operations  were  averaged  aeross  all  365  days  of  the 
year.  Table  3.2. 1-1  refieets  a  total  of  approximately  172  aireraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (62,686 
divided  by  365  days).  Approximately  34  pereent  of  the  total  operations  at  MeGuire  Field  oeeur 
during  environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00  a.m.). 

Based  on  the  2012  baseline  data,  the  108  WG  KC-135  aireraft  flew  a  total  of  8,340  annual 
airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  23  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  20  pereent  of 
the  total  KC-135  operations  oeeur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  13  pereent  of 
total  operations  at  MeGuire  Field  are  aeeomplished  by  the  108  ARW  KC-135  aireraft. 
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Table  3,2, 1-1,  Current  McGuire  Field  Annual  Aircraft  Operations 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighd 

Day 

Nighfi 

Day 

Nighd 

Totaf 

KC-135 

3,348 

822 

3,308 

862 

6,656 

1,684 

8,340 

Other  Aircraft^ 

18,842 

8,316 

15,895 

11,293 

34,737 

19,609 

54,346 

Total 

22,190 

9,138 

19,203 

12,155 

41,393 

21,293 

62,686 

Notes:  1  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft,  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
KC-10,  C-17,  andC-32. 

Source:  JB  MDL  20 1 3a,  Lamar  2013. 

3 .2 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

McGuire  Field  aircraft  use  straight  in  approaches,  overhead  approaches,  IFR  or  radar  closed 
patterns,  and  VFR  closed  patterns  along  with  re-entry  VFR  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns 
for  training,  local  arrival,  and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed 
pattern  flight  tracks  are  found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise  (JB  MDL  2013a). 

3.2. 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  JB  MDE  are  shown  in  Figure  3.2. 1-1. 
The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  JB  MDE  property  is  shown  in  Table  3. 2. 1-2. 
Approximately  3,561  acres  are  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB.  Detailed 
information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be  found  in 
Section  3.2.7,  Land  Use. 


Table  3,2, 1-2,  Acres  witbin  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  McGuire  Field 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On-Base 

(acres) 

Off-Base 

(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

1,375 

311 

1,686 

70-75 

1,186 

21 

1,207 

75-80 

370 

0 

370 

80-85 

222 

0 

222 

Greater  than  85 

76 

0 

76 

Total 

3,229 

332 

3,561 

Note:  dB  =  decibel 
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Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  3.2. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  JB  MDL  that  falls  within  the  baseline  80+ 
dB  DNL  noise  eontour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  eurrently  assoeiated  with  these 
areas. 

3 .2. 1 .4  Joint  Base  MeGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  Noise  Abatement  Proeedures 

JB  MDL  has  plaeed  eertain  restrietions  on  flying  aetivities  that  eould  adversely  affeet  its 
neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduee  noise  impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations.  Local  noise 
abatement  procedures  are  published  in  API  1 1-2KC135  V3, 108  ARW Supplement  (2009). 

For  McGuire  Field,  noise  abatement  procedures  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  restrictions  on 
rolling  and  intersection  take-offs,  and  maximum  gross  weights  for  practice  landings  (i.e.,  closed 
patterns).  Additional  McGuire  Field  local  restrictions  provide  additional  protection  in  housing 
areas  by  requiring  aircraft  to  avoid  overflight  of  the  housing  areas  by  1,600  feet  MSL  from  6:00 
a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  and  restricting  aircraft  overflight  between  the  hours  of  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00 
a.m.,  and  to  avoid  overflight  of  Fort  Dix  housing,  McGuire  AFB  Clinic,  and  Deborah  Hospital  at 
all  times  (JB  MDL  2009). 

3.2. 1 .5  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Currently,  JB  MDL  receives  noise  complaints  through  the  87*  Air  Base  Wing  Public  Affairs 
office.  In  2012,  McGuire  Field  received  a  total  of  nine  noise  complaints.  Each  compliant  was 
routed  through  JB  MDL  Radar  Approach  Control  to  determine  what,  if  any,  military  aircraft 
were  in  the  vicinity  of  the  noise  complainant.  If  it  is  determined  that  a  JB  MDL  aircraft  was  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  complainant,  the  complaint  is  forwarded  to  the  appropriate  operations  flying 
groups  for  response  and  appropriate  action  (McGee  2013a). 

3.2,2  Air  Quality 

3.2.2. 1  Regulatory  Setting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (NJDEP)  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality 
within  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  The  state  of  New  Jersey  regulates  air  quality  through  the  New 
Jersey  Administrative  Code,  Title  1:21  A  through  7:27D.  The  state  of  New  Jersey  has  adopted 
additional  ambient  air  quality  standards  that  apply  within  the  state.  The  NAAQS  and  state 
AAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 2.2-1. 
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Table  3.2.2-1.  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

New  Jersey  Standards 

Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

Primary 

Secondary 

Primary 

Secondary 

O3 

8 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/m^) 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

1 -hour 

— 

— 

0.12  ppm 
(235  pgW) 

0.08  ppm 
(160  pgW) 

CO 

8 -hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

— 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

1 -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

Same  as 
primary 

NO2 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

1 -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pg/m^) 

— 

— 

— 

Annual 

— 

— 

0.03  ppm 
(80  pg/m') 

0.02  ppm 
(60  pgW) 

SO2 

24-hour 

— 

— 

0.14  ppm 
(365  pgW) 

0.1  ppm 
(260  pg/m^) 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Suspended 

Annual 

— 

— 

75  pg/m^ 

60  pg/m^ 

Particulate 

24-hour 

— 

— 

260  pg/m^ 

150  pgW 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

24-hour 

150  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

— 

— 

PM2.5 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

1.5  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2,5,  and  those  based  on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be 


exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone  national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated.  Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis, 
c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each 
state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no  later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the 
USEPA. 

d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated 
adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per  cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide; 
O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 
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JB  MDL  is  located  in  the  eentral  portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in  Ocean  and  Burlington 
eounties.  The  USEPA  has  elassified  the  Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantie  City  area  of  the 
states  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  New  Jersey  as  nonattainment  for  the  O3  (marginal 
nonattainment)  NAAQS,  and  a  maintenanee  area  for  PM2.5  and  CO.  The  region  is  designated 
attainment/unelassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore 
subjeet  to  the  requirements  of  Seetion  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  artieulated  in  the  USEPA  General 
Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment  elassifieation  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis 
emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  O3  precursors  (oxides  of  nitrogen  [NOx] 
and  volatile  organie  eompounds  [VOCs])  is  100  tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for 
PM2.5  and  CO  emissions  are  also  100  tpy. 

The  USEPA  reeently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  beeause  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aireraft  still  eontains  lead.  The  project  area  is  eonsidered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aireraft. 

3. 2.2. 2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

JB  MDE  is  loeated  in  the  eentral  portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in  Oeean  and  Burlington 
eounties.  The  climate  in  the  eentral  portion  of  New  Jersey  is  influeneed  by  its  vegetation,  with 
moderation  due  to  its  proximity  to  the  Atlantie  Oeean.  Serub  pine  and  oak  forests  dominate  the 
interior  southern  portion  of  New  Jersey,  henee  the  name.  Pine  Barrens.  Sandy  soils,  whieh  are 
porous  and  not  very  fertile,  have  a  major  effeet  on  the  elimate  of  this  region.  On  elear  nights, 
solar  radiation  absorbed  during  the  day  is  quiekly  radiated  back  into  space,  resulting  in 
surprisingly  low  minimum  temperatures.  The  porous  soil  permits  any  preeipitation  to  rapidly 
infiltrate  and  leave  surfaees  quite  dry.  Drier  eonditions  allow  for  a  wider  range  between  the 
daily  maximum  and  minimum  temperatures,  and  make  the  area  vulnerable  to  forest  fires. 

The  warmest  month  of  the  year  is  July  with  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  87.10°P,  while 
the  eoldest  month  of  the  year  is  January  with  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  22.50‘’P. 
Temperature  variations  between  night  and  day  tend  to  be  moderate  during  summer  with  a 
differenee  that  ean  reaeh  24°P,  and  moderate  during  winter  with  an  average  difference  of  20°P. 
The  annual  average  preeipitation  at  Port  Dix  is  47.12  inehes.  Rainfall  is  fairly  evenly  distributed 
throughout  the  year.  The  wettest  month  of  the  year  is  August  with  an  average  rainfall  of  5.16 
inehes  (Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013a).  Prevailing  winds  in  New  Jersey  are  from  the 
southwest  in  summer  and  from  the  northwest  in  winter. 
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32.2.3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  108  WG  of  the  NJ  ANG  is  based  at  McGuire  Field  in  New  Jersey.  The  area  surrounding  JB 
MDL  is  a  mix  of  agricultural  uses,  developed  areas,  and  undeveloped  areas  and  includes  Fort 
Dix  to  the  west. 


The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Burlington  and 
Ocean  counties.  Table  3.2. 2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide,  and 
mobile)  of  criteria  pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 


Table  3,2,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Burlington  and  Ocean  Counties,  New  Jersey 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  -  Burlington  County  | 

Stationary  Sources 

6,767 

1,882 

2,935 

500 

1,010 

940 

Area-Wide  Sources 

12,110 

24,564 

311 

73 

4,191 

1,066 

Mobile  Sources 

60,287 

6,056 

9,594 

122 

592 

487 

Total 

79,164 

32,502 

12,840 

695 

5,793 

2,493 

1  Regional  Emissions  -  Ocean  County  | 

Stationary  Sources 

5,078 

1,277 

2,881 

582 

883 

666 

Area-Wide  Sources 

6,369 

19,656 

339 

36 

2,740 

583 

Mobile  Sources 

70,288 

12,765 

8,415 

109 

656 

516 

Total 

81,735 

33,698 

11,635 

111 

4,279 

1,765 

Notes:  Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant 

Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding, 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3.2. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  108  WG  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3.2. 2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  stations  to  JB  MDE  are  located  in  Ocean  County 
(Jackson  Township),  Camden  County  (Camden  and  Winslow),  Trenton,  and  Burlington  County. 
Values  measured  in  more  developed  areas  such  as  Camden  and  Trenton  are  likely  to  be 
conservative  due  to  the  amount  of  development  in  those  areas. 

As  shown  in  Table  3. 2. 2-3,  O3  exceedances  have  been  measured  in  the  developed  areas 
surrounding  JB  MDL  during  the  recent  5 -year  period.  The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not 
experience  violations  of  other  NAAQS. 
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Table  3. 2.2-3.  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  JB  MDL  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.100 

0.085 

0.094 

0.094 

0.09 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

15 

2 

16 

11 

9 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

36.2 

35.8 

36.5 

33.8 

27.7 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  pg/m^) 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

11.1 

9.3 

9.5 

10.3 

8.8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

56 

81 

86 

77 

67 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

3.7 

2.5 

2.7 

0.7 

2.2 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

1.8 

1.4 

1.9 

0.3 

1.7 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.090 

0.045 

0.046 

NA 

0.051 

98"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.058 

0.040 

0.040 

NA 

0.043 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

0 

ISulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.040 

0.028 

0.016 

NA 

0.017 

99"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.025 

0.020 

0.010 

NA 

0.015 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)’ 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.013 

0.015 

0.006 

NA 

0.008 

Notes:  1.  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  2010. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source-.  USEPA2013a. 

3.2. 2. 5  108^^  Wing  Emissions 

The  108  WG  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  108  WG  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

Emissions  for  the  108  WG  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory  (108 
WG  2011a).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  108  WG  to  determine  its  status 
under  the  Title  V  Federal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source  thresholds  for 
the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  25  tpy  for  O3  precursors  NOx  and  VOCs,  100  tpy  for  all 
other  criteria  pollutants,  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any  combination  of 
HAPs. 
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In  December  2009,  the  base  was  issued  an  air  permit  from  the  NJDEP  that  contains  operational 
limits  such  that  its  potential  emissions  are  restricted  below  the  Title  V  major  source  thresholds. 
While  the  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory  also  contains  fugitive  emission  calculations,  it 
demonstrates  that  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from  stationary  sources  are  below  the 
major  source  thresholds. 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  108  WG  include  emissions  from  natural  gas-fired  heating 
units,  emergency  generators  and  pumps,  fuel  tanks,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  and  various  minor 
sources  such  as  solvent  use,  deicing,  and  welding.  Mobile  source  emissions  include  emissions 
from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle  operations,  and 
maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the  aircraft  (engine 
run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  108  WG  considered  all 
based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all  flight  activities  below  the 
default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also  include  stationary  sources  and 
emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing  personnel  and  dependents. 
These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources,  account  for  the  majority  of 
the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #2,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3.7  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate 
aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of  the 
methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions 
associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in  Table  3. 2.2-4. 


Table  3,2,2-4,  108  WG  Baseline  Emissions  at  JB  MDL 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

7.43 

0.39 

0.39 

20,659 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2,157 

Engine  Testing 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

239 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.07 

0.21 

0.12 

3,543 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

7.59 

0.61 

0.53 

26,597 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle. 

Source:  108  WG  201  la. 
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3.2,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
McGuire  Field. 

3.2.3. 1  Ground  Safety 

Fire/ Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenance  activities  conducted  by  the  108  WG  are  performed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Technical  Orders,  and 
standards  prescribed  by  AFOSH  requirements.  The  USAF  active  duty  host  at  JB  MDL  provides 
fire,  crash,  rescue,  and  structural  fire  protection  for  the  McGuire  Field  installation,  including  the 
108  WG,  and  its  aircraft.  Aircraft  Rescue  Fire  Fighting  (ARFF)  services  at  McGuire  Field  are 
available  on  a  24-hour  basis.  Upon  notification  of  an  in-flight  or  ground  emergency,  the  crash 
and  rescue  services  personnel  would  coordinate  emergency  services.  ARFF  equipment  and 
personnel  at  McGuire  Field  meet  USAF  requirements  (JB  MDL  2013b). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

APZs  are  established  to  delineate  recommended  surrounding  land  uses  for  the  protection  of 
people  and  property  on  the  ground,  as  described  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3.  At  McGuire  Field, 
airfield  operations  currently  has  waivers  for  two  buildings,  1931  and  5650,  which  violate  the  CZs 
for  Runways  24  and  36  respectively.  Both  are  scheduled  for  demolition.  Details  of  development 
and  land  use  in  the  McGuire  Field  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.2.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  108  WG  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performance  of  their  mission.  The 
existing  munitions  storage  capabilities  on  JB  MDL  meet  the  requirement  for  small  arms 
deployment/training  ammunition  and  other  munitions  required  by  the  108  WG. 

Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  108  WG  military  facilities  at  JB  MDL  were  constructed  before  AT/FP 
considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current  conditions,  many  facilities  do  not 
comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new  construction  occurs  and  as  facilities 
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are  modified,  the  New  Jersey  108  WG  would  incorporate  these  standards  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable. 

3. 2.3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  McGuire  Field  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules.  Specific 
safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be  followed  by  all 
aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFl  11-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations,  C/KC-135 
Operations  Procedures  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close  proximity 
during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  air  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency 
separation  procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (all  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight-hours  (AFSEC  2012).  There  have  been  no  Class  A  mishaps 
involving  108  WG  aircraft  at  McGuire  Eield.  The  aircrew  members  at  the  108  WG  are  highly 
experienced  and  have  accumulated  over  270,000  accident  free  hours  (JB  MDE  2013b). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  all  reported  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  108  WG  has  an  effective,  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and 
assistance  is  freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  McGuire  Eield  staff,  and  the  local  air  traffic 
controllers.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  JB  MDE  area  are  unusual  and 
have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (JB  MDE  2013c).  JB  MDE  recorded  a  total  of  94  minor 
BASH  incidents  and  one  deer  mishap  from  2008  to  2013.  Erom  this  total,  the  108  WG 
experienced  22,  for  an  average  of  fewer  than  2  per  year  (JB  MDE  2013c). 
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Fuel  Jettison 

For  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Although  fuel  jettisoning  is  not  practiced,  airbases 
must  establish  jettison  areas  and  procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning  should  it 
occur  during  an  emergency  situation.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at  altitudes  above 
20,000  feet,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas,  agricultural  regions,  and  water 
supply  sources. 

The  primary  emergency  fuel  jettison  area  for  the  108  WG  is  the  PREPI  (charted,  mandatory 
overwater  reporting  point)  overwater  intersection,  62  miles  southeast  of  JB  MDL.  Aircrews 
enter  a  holding  pattern  east  of  PREPI  intersection,  flying  7-mile  legs,  with  right  hand  turns,  after 
notifying  the  appropriate  Air  Traffic  Control  facility  of  intentions  to  jettison  fuel.  Aircrews  will 
request  an  altitude  as  high  as  practical,  consistent  with  the  nature  of  the  in-flight  emergency; 
however,  20,000  feet  AGE  or  above  is  preferred  (JB  MDE  2009). 

3,2,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.2.4. 1  Soils 

This  area  of  New  Jersey  is  within  the  Coastal  Plain  Province,  a  nearly  level  to  rolling,  dissected 
coastal  plain  that  has  been  subjected  to  episodes  of  rising  and  falling  sea  levels.  During  low  sea 
levels,  eroding  streams  have  dissected  the  area,  leaving  a  series  of  terraces  across  the  landscape 
(USDA  2006).  The  108  WG  installation  is  located  on  improved  land,  and  relief  ranges  from  70 
to  90  feet  above  MSE  (JB  MDE  2011). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey  identifies  eight  individual  soil  types 
at  the  108  WG  installation.  The  following  four  soil  types  are  located  within  the  project  study 
area: 

Adelphia-Urban  land  complex,  0  to  5  percent  slopes:  This  soil  consists  of  strongly  intermingled 
Urban  land  and  Adelphia  soil.  Urban  land  consists  of  soil  from  cut/fill  sites  used  for  buildings, 
paved  roads,  parking  lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The  rating  class  for  building 
site  development  is  considered  somewhat  limited  due  to  shrink-swell  potential  and  depth  to 
saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013b).  Approximately  54  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this 
soil  type. 

Holmdel  sandy  loam,  0  to  2  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  flats  from  loamy 
marine  deposits.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  somewhat  limited 
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due  to  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland 
(NRCS  2013b).  Approximately  4  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Sassafras  sandy  loam,  2  to  5  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  knolls  and  low  hills 
from  loamy  or  gravelly  marine  deposits.  There  are  no  known  limitations  to  site  development 
associated  with  this  soil  type.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland  (NRCS 
2013b).  Approximately  18  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Udorthents,  wet  substratum,  0  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  found  in  areas  that  have  been 
excavated  and  regraded  or  that  have  been  filled  with  soil  material  and  graded.  This  soil  type  is 
typically  used  for  urban  development  or  landfills.  The  suitability  of  the  soils  as  a  site  for 
development  varies.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type 
(NRCS  2013b).  Approximately  5  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

The  remaining  19  percent  is  comprised  of  soil  types  that  would  not  be  affected. 

3.2. 4.2  Surface  Water 

The  108  WG  is  located  within  the  Middle  Delaware-Musconetcong  Watershed  that  encompasses 
over  3,480  square  miles  across  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania  (USEPA  2013c).  The  Delaware  is 
the  longest  un-dammed  river  in  the  U.S.,  extending  330  miles  from  the  confluence  of  its  east  and 
west  branches  at  Hancock,  New  York  to  the  mouth  of  the  Delaware  Bay  where  it  meets  the 
Atlantic  Ocean.  Three-quarters  of  the  Delaware  River  is  now  included  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System.  Sections  of  the  Maurice  River  and  the  Musconetcong  River  in  New 
Jersey  also  have  been  included  in  the  national  system  (Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  2013). 

Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  JB  MDL  include  Assiscunk  Creek,  Crosswicks 
Creek,  Manapaqua  Brook,  North  Ruckles,  Rancocas  Creek,  Ridgeway  Brook,  and  the  Toms 
River  which  drains  southeast  into  Barnegat  Bay  (Figure  3.2. 4-1).  Three  of  these  creeks  are 
tributaries  to  the  Delaware  River:  Assiscunk  Creek,  Crosswicks  Creek,  and  Rancocas  Creek. 
The  western  portion  of  the  installation,  including  McGuire  Field,  is  in  the  Rancocas  Creek 
watershed.  Smaller  streams  include  Harris  Branch,  Elisha  Branch,  Paint  Branch,  and  a  number 
of  unnamed  tributaries  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 
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There  are  five  stormwater  outfalls  on  McGuire  Field,  Drainage  Basins  1  through  5.  Drainage 
basins  containing  industrial  activities  include  Basins  1,  2,  and  3.  Drainage  Basin  1  directs 
effluent  into  the  South  Run  of  Crosswicks  Creek,  while  Drainage  Basin  2  directs  effluent  to 
Jacks  Run.  Drainage  Basin  3  discharges  into  Larkins  Run  of  the  North  Branch  of  Rancocas 
Creek.  Drainage  Basin  4  directly  discharges  stormwater  to  Drainage  Basin  5,  which  in  turn 
discharges  into  the  North  Run  of  the  Crosswicks  Creek.  The  outfalls  associated  with  industrial 
activity  are  regulated  under  a  New  Jersey  Basic  Industrial  General  Stormwater  Permit 
(NJ0088315).  The  permit  is  administered  by  the  NJDEP  under  the  auspice  of  the  USEPA 
(USAE  School  of  Aerospace  Medicine  2010). 

3. 2.4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  part  of  the  Northern  Atlantic  Coastal  Plain  aquifer  system  consisting 
of  sedimentary  deposits  that  range  in  age  from  Early  Cretaceous  to  Holocene  (U.S.  Geological 
Survey  [USGS]  1995a).  The  installation  lies  within  the  Kirkwood-Cohansey  Aquifer  present 
throughout  the  New  Jersey  coastal  plain  and  covers  approximately  3,000  square  miles.  The 
Cohansey  Eormation  is  mostly  sand  with  minor  lenses  of  silt,  clay,  and  gravel.  The  Kirkwood 
Eormation  contains  both  sand  and  clay  beds.  The  Kirkwood-Chansey  water  table  is  highly 
permeable  due  to  the  dominance  of  well-sorted  medium-  to  coarse-grained  sand  (New  Jersey 
Geological  Survey  2009).  Because  of  the  high  water  table  and  permeable  soils,  the  underlying 
groundwater  resources  are  particularly  sensitive  to  contamination  making  groundwater  pollution 
prevention  an  important  issue  on  the  installation  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 

Immediately  below  the  Cohansey  Eormation  is  the  Kirkwood  Eormation.  Together,  these  two 
aquifers  are  estimated  to  contain  as  much  as  17  trillion  gallons  of  water.  Underlying  the 
Cohansey  and  Kirkwood  Eormations  is  the  Potomac-Raritan-Magothy  Eormation.  The 
installation’s  largest  capacity  well  taps  into  the  Potomac-Raritan-Magothy  Aquifer  at  about 
1,580  feet  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 

3. 2. 4.4  Eloodplains 

Per  the  EEMA  Elood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey,  the  108  WG 
installation  falls  within  an  unmapped  area,  and  no  EEMA  floodplains  have  been  delineated 
within  this  area  (EEMA  2013). 

A  floodplain  study  was  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE)  for  the 
Eakehurst  area  of  JB  MDE  in  1989  and  was  later  revised  in  1990.  Peak  discharges  for  flood 
levels  that  occur  with  average  intervals  of  10,  50,  100,  and  500  years  were  determined  for 
Ridgeway  Branch,  North  Ruckles  Branch,  Manapaqua  Brook,  Paint  Branch,  and  Harris  Branch. 
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Flood  Insurance  Studies  have  also  been  prepared  by  FEMA  for  the  Township  of  Manehester  and 
the  Borough  of  Lakehurst.  No  floodplain  studies  have  been  eondueted  on  the  Fort  Dix  or 
McGuire  areas  of  JB  MDL  (87^*^  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 

3,2.5  Biological  Resources 

3.2.5. 1  Vegetation 

The  108  WG  installation  oeeurs  within  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest  (Oeeanie)  Provinee. 
Vegetation  in  this  region  typieally  is  eharacterized  by  a  winter  deeiduous  forest  dominated  by  tall 
broadleaf  trees  (Bailey  1995).  Within  this  region,  the  108  WG  installation  lies  within  the 
Pinelands,  a  heavily  forested  area  eharacterized  by  a  mix  of  pitch  pine  {Pinus  rigida),  Virginia 
pine  {Pinus  virginiana),  and  short  leaf  pine  {Pinus  echinata).  The  majority  of  the  JB  MDE  (69 
pereent)  is  forested  with  pine/oak  or  oak/pine  forests  with  dense  deciduous  stands  of  red  maple, 
sweet  gum,  and  blaek  gum  in  the  wetland  forests.  However,  the  majority  of  MeGuire  Eield  and 
the  108  WG  installation  is  either  developed  or  eomprised  of  turf  and  landseaped  areas  (87*  Civil 
Engineering  Squadron  2012,  Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3. 2.5. 2  Wildlife 

Sinee  69  pereent  of  JB  MDE  is  forested,  and  the  majority  of  the  108  WG  installation  is 
developed,  wildlife  present  within  the  vieinity  ineludes  a  mix  of  speeies  highly  adapted  to 
developed  and  disturbed  areas  as  well  as  speeies  typieal  of  native  forests  in  the  area.  Common 
mammal  speeies  found  on  JB  MDL  inelude  white-tailed  deer,  woodehuek  {Marmota  marmox), 
beaver  {Castor  canadensis),  eastern  cottontail  rabbit  {Sylvilagus  floridanus),  red  squirrel 
{Tamiasciurus  hudsonicus),  white-footed  mouse  {Peromyscus  leucopus),  and  meadow  vole 
{Microtus  pennsylvanicus)  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012,  Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

Common  reptilian  and  amphibian  speeies  observed  within  the  vieinity  of  the  installation  inelude 
the  milk  snake  {Lampropeltis  spp.),  northern  blaek  raeer  {Coluber  constrictor),  northern  fenee 
lizard  {Sceloporus  undulates  hyacinthus),  painted  turtle  {Chrysemys  picta),  American  toad  {Bufo 
americanus),  Eowler’s  toad  {Bufo  woodhousei  fowleri),  and  northern  leopard  frog  {Rana  pipiens 
sphenocephala)  (Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

The  108  WG  installation  is  loeated  within  the  Atlantie  Elyway,  one  of  four  major  North 
Ameriean  eorridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the  bird  speeies  found  within  the  108 
WG  installation  or  its  vieinity  are  proteeted  under  the  MBTA.  Grassland  areas  on  the 
installation,  as  well  as  those  grassland  areas  near  the  airfield,  provide  habitat  for  birds  sueh  as  the 
Upland  Sandpiper  {Bartramia  longicauda).  Grasshopper  Sparrow  {Ammodramus  savannarum), 
and  Savannah  Sparrow  {Passerculus  sandwhichensis).  The  eeotone  between  grassland  and 
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forested  eeosystems  provides  exeellent  habitat  for  bird  species  such  as  the  Gray  Catbird 
(Dumetella  carolinensis).  Yellow  Warbler  (Dendroica  petechia),  Northern  Cardinal  {Cardinalis 
cardinalis),  Indigo  Bunting  (Passerina  cyanea),  Rufous-sided  Towhee  (Pipilo 
erythrophthalmus).  Song  Sparrow  {Melospiza  melodia).  Brown-headed  Cowbird  {Molothrus 
ater),  and  American  Goldfinch  (Carduelis  tristis).  Common  birds  found  in  the  wetlands  areas 
include  the  Great  Blue  Heron  {Ardea  herodias),  Northern  Rough-winged  Willow  Flycatcher 
(Empidonax  traillii),  Eastern  Kingbird  (Tyrannus  tyrannus).  Cedar  Waxwing  (Bombycilla 
cedrorum),  and  Red-winged  Blackbird  {Agelaius  phoeniceus).  Common  birds  that  could  be 
found  in  the  upland  forest  areas  include  the  Downy  Woodpecker  {Picoides  pubescens).  Eastern 
Wood-pewee  {Contopus  virens),  Carolina  Chickadee  (Pams  carolinensis).  Pine  Warbler 
(Dendroica  pinus)  and  Chipping  Sparrow  (Spizella  passerina).  Common  raptor  species  that  may 
be  found  include  the  American  Kestrel  (Falco  sparverius).  Red-tailed  Hawk  (Buteo 
jamaicensis).  Great  Homed  Owl  (Bubo  virginianus),  and  the  Turkey  Vulture  (Cathartes  aura) 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3. 2. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

Appendix  E  lists  federally  threatened,  endangered,  candidate,  and  state  listed  species  observed  or 
potentially  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL.  No  federally  listed  species  have  been  observed 
on  McGuire  Eield  or  the  108  WG  installation.  Three  federally  listed  plant  species  and  one 
candidate  plant  species  have  been  observed  within  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL,  but  have  not  been 
observed  within  the  108  WG  installation.  An  additional  30  state  listed  species  have  been 
observed  on  JB  MDL,  while  6  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  within  McGuire  Eield 
(American  Kestrel,  Grasshopper  Sparrow,  Northern  Harrier,  Pie-billed  Grebe,  Savannah 
Sparrow,  and  Upland  Sandpiper).  There  is  no  critical  habitat  located  on  JB  MDL  (87th  Civil 
Engineer  Squadron  2012,  Air  Mobility  Command  2008,  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  2013). 

3. 2. 5. 4  Wetlands 

Approximately  21  percent  (8,791  acres)  of  JB  MDL  is  comprised  of  emergent,  scmb-shmb,  and 
forested  wetlands  (Eigure  3.2. 4-1).  Approximately  900  acres  occur  at  Lakehurst,  238  acres  occur 
at  McGuire,  and  7,653  acres  occur  at  Dix  (87th  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  2012).  There  are  no 
wetlands  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  constmction  projects  under  Alternative  #2. 
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3.2,6  Cultural  Resources 

3.2.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

A  survey  of  cultural  resources  including  archaeological  resources  and  pre-Cold  War  era 
buildings  and  structures  was  completed  in  1995  for  McGuire  AFB  (now  McGuire  Field) 
(Headquarters  AMC  1995).  This  survey  included  all  areas  within  the  1995  boundary  of  McGuire 
AFB  and  all  off-base  facilities,  except  for  a  20-acre  parcel  of  leased  land  (the  Boeing  Michigan 
Aerospace  Research  Center  [BOMARC]  missile  site  at  Fort  Dix).  Areas  that  were  highly 
disturbed  from  construction  or  ERP  sites  were  excluded  from  the  survey  and  five  previously 
designated  areas  of  archaeological  sensitivity  were  included  based  on  geomorphology,  the 
history  of  land  disturbance  on  base,  vegetation,  and  prehistoric  and  historic  site  distribution 
patterns  on  surrounding  lands.  A  sixth  area  of  archaeological  sensitivity  was  added  in  the  North 
Run  area  of  the  base  due  to  the  potential  for  buried  prehistoric  remains  in  undisturbed  alluvial 
deposits  and  on  locations  of  historic  buildings  on  historic  maps  (Headquarters  AMC  1995).  This 
survey  resulted  in  the  recordation  of  1 1  historic  archaeological  sites.  Following  further  testing  in 
1998,  three  of  these  sites  (site  numbers  28BU458,  28BU459,  and  28BU473)  were  determined 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  three  sites  include  two  mid-eighteenth  to  early-nineteenth 
century  agricultural  households  associated  with  a  nearby  mill  site,  which  was  reported  but  not 
identified;  and  one  mid-eighteenth  to  early  nineteenth  century  domestic  site  associated  with  the 
historic  village  of  Pointville.  The  remaining  eight  sites  were  determined  not  eligible  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP  (Duryee  2013,  87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2013,  Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3.2. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

The  1995  survey  of  McGuire  AFB  included  an  inventory  and  NRHP  evaluation  of  all  buildings 
and  structures  constructed  before  1947,  the  BOMARC  missile  complex  at  Fort  Dix,  and  the  1956 
Semi-Automatic  Ground  Environment  complex.  Both  the  Semi-Automatic  Ground  Environment 
complex  and  the  BOMARC  site  were  recommended  as  NRHP-eligible  Cold  War  era  resources 
under  the  criteria  for  exceptional  significance  (Criterion  Consideration  G).  Additionally,  as  a 
result  of  this  survey,  18  World  War  11  era  temporary  structures  were  found  to  be  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  structures  are  considered  eligible;  however,  per  the  1986 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the  DOD,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation, 
and  the  National  Conference  of  SHPOs,  these  structures  could  be  demolished  without  further 
Section  106  review.  All  other  buildings  were  found  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

A  follow-up  survey  in  1996  included  all  Cold  War  era  buildings,  which  were  all  less  than  50 
years  old  at  the  time.  No  buildings  were  recommended  eligible  to  the  NRHP  under  criteria  for 
exceptional  significance  (Criterion  Consideration  G)  (Headquarters  AMC  1995).  In  2013,  a 
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survey  was  completed  for  pre-1967  resources  that  have  since  become  50  years  old.  Hangar 
3322,  built  in  1957,  was  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  during  this  survey.  The  results  of  the 
inventory  indicated  that  Hangar  3322  is  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (JB  MDL  2013d). 

3.2. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

McGuire  Field  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  three  federally-recognized 
Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have  been 
identified:  Delaware  Nation,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  and  Stockbridge-Munsee  Community. 
JB  MDL  has  completed  consultation  with  the  Delaware  Nation  and  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians, 
who  were  identified  as  potentially  having  an  interest  in  JB  MDL.  In  the  past,  the  Stockbridge- 
Munsee  Community  was  invited  by  JB  MDL  to  participate  in  government-to-government 
consultation,  but  declined  interest  in  being  further  consulted  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron 
2013,  Duryee  2013). 

3,2.7  Land  Use 

JB  MDL  is  located  in  central  Burlington  County,  adjacent  to  and  southeast  of  the  Borough  of 
Wrightstown  and  within  New  Hanover  Township.  Land  use  within  those  portions  of  Burlington 
County  adjacent  to  McGuire  Field  is  a  mix  of  residential  and  commercial  to  the  north  and  south, 
with  several  open  and  agricultural  areas  adjacent  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  installation.  The 
land  use  in  Ocean  County  northeast  of  JB  MDL  is  similar  to  the  existing  land  use  in  Burlington 
County  that  is  north  of  the  airfield  (Figure  3. 2. 7-1). 

Aircraft  noise  and  potential  hazards  from  aircraft  operations  at  McGuire  Field  currently  are 
incompatible  with  some  off-installation  land  use.  Since  JB  MDF  surrounds  McGuire  Field  to  the 
east,  south,  and  west,  the  impact  of  airfield  activities  on  adjacent  communities  is  limited.  Higher 
DNF  contours  and  APZs  associated  with  the  runways  at  McGuire  Field  do  not  extend  off 
installation.  (Detailed  descriptions  of  APZs  can  be  found  in  Section  A.  1 .3  of  Appendix  A.) 

An  updated  noise  study  in  support  of  the  AICUZ  program  was  completed  for  JB  MDF  in  2013 
and  the  JB  MDF  Joint  Land  Use  Study  was  completed  in  2009.  These  documents  identify 
incompatible  land  uses  and  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL. 
Both  Burlington  and  Ocean  Counties  have  supported  the  AICUZ  and  Joint  Land  Use  Study 
programs  in  their  on-going  planning  and  zoning  decisions  to  reduce  land  use  conflicts  and  ensure 
future  land  uses  are  compatible  (JB  MDL  2013a,  DoD  2009b). 

Currently,  aircraft  noise  from  JB  MDL  exposes  approximately  332  acres  of  off-JB  MDL  areas  of 
land  zoned  as  Recreational,  Agricultural,  Commercial,  Residential,  Open  Space,  and  Other  to 
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noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  75  dB  DNL.  Figure  3. 2. 7-1  shows  an  overlay  of  the  baseline 
DNL  eontours  onto  a  map  displaying  the  existing  land  use  in  the  vieinity  of  JB  MDL. 

3.2,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.2.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  108  WG  installation  is  supplied  by  four  wells  drawn  from  the  Potomae- 
Raritan-Magothy  aquifer.  MeGuire  Field  has  a  water  alloeation  permit  that  entitles  the 
installation  to  use  450.75  million  gallons  of  water  per  year  with  eapaeity  of  4.03  million  gallons 
per  day.  Average  daily  water  usage  averages  between  1  and  1 .4  million  gallons  per  day.  Water 
is  treated  at  eaeh  well  and  temporarily  stored  in  25,000-gallon  ASTs,  then  pumped  to  a  single 
elevated  750,000-gallon  water  storage  tank  by  the  MeGuire  Field  Water  Department 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008,  108  WG  2012). 

3. 2. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  108  WG  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
proeesses,  ineluding  OWS  diseharge,  wash  raek  diseharge,  floor  wash-down,  latrines,  sinks,  and 
showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  108  WG  installation  is  eonveyed  into  the  Fort  Dix 
tertiary  wastewater  treatment  plant.  The  faeility  has  a  eapaeity  of  4.6  million  gallons  per  day  but 
typieally  reeeives  1.0  to  1.5  million  gallons  of  wastewater  per  day  from  MeGuire  Field 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3.2. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  pereentage  of  the  aetive  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  preeipitation  events.  As  deseribed  in  the  108  WG 
SWPPP  (2010),  the  108  WG  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage  eonveyanee  system  typified 
by  overland  flow  to  eateh  basins,  inlets,  surfaee  drains,  underground  pipes,  eulverts,  ditehes,  and 
swales  that  diseharge  to  reeeiving  waters  (see  Seetion  3.2.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  munieipal 
separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely 
eolleet  and  transport  surfaee  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the 
installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 
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3.2. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  108  WG  installation  by  Jersey  Central  Power  &  Light  via  a  single 
34.5-kilovolt  switching  station  and  aboveground  lines.  Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Public  Service 
Electric  and  Gas  Company  via  two  separate  metered  main  lines.  Electricity  consumption  for  CY 
2012  at  the  108  WG  installation  was  6,071  megawatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  CY 
2012  at  the  108  WG  installation  was  34,609  thousand  cubic  feet  (108  WG  2012). 

3.2. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  108  WG  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  McGuire 
AEB  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (USAE  2002)  and  guidelines  specified  in  AEI  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  AEI  incorporates,  by  reference,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CER,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applicable  federal  regulations,  AEIs,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  AEI  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  incorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  108  WG  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  non-hazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  108  WG  installation  and  transported  to 
the  Burlington  County  Resource  Recovery  Complex  in  Mansfield  and  Elorence  Townships,  New 
Jersey  (USAE  2002). 

3.2. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  108  WG  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways.  The  New 
Jersey  Turnpike  1-95),  a  major  north/south  highway,  is  less  than  10  miles  to  the  west  of  the 
installation.  State  Route  (SR)  68  serves  as  the  primary  access  to  the  installation  from  the  New 
Jersey  Turnpike.  The  108  WG  installation  can  be  accessed  through  McGuire  Eield  or  through 
Eort  Dix  at  Broidy  Road  Gate  (Gate  9)  or  the  NJ  ANG  gate  (Gate  5).  Wrightstown-Cookstown 
Road  provides  access  to  the  main  gate  of  McGuire  Eield  as  well  as  a  secondary  entrance  to  the 
east  (Headquarters  AMC  2008). 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
JBMDL 


3-49 


Final  -  June  2014 


3.2,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 .2 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  108  WG  installation  for  aireraft  operations  support  and 
maintenanee,  ineluding  POL  management  and  distribution,  liquid  fuels  maintenanee, 
transportation  maintenanee,  vehiele  paint,  power  produetion,  maehine  shop  operations,  and  flight 
simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substanees  found  on  the  108  WG  installation  inelude  hydraulie 
fluid,  waste  oils,  reeovered  fuels,  spent  eleaners,  strippers,  solvents,  flammable  and  eombustible 
liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints  (108  WG  2011b). 

There  are  currently  14  regulated  USTs  and  140  ASTs  on  McGuire  Field  containing  jet  fuel, 
diesel,  and  motor  gasoline  (Headquarters  AMC  2008).  Of  these,  the  108  WG  has  no  regulated 
USTs  and  five  ASTs  on  the  installation. 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  108  WG  installation  in  2007.  ACM 
identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  18  buildings  (Buildings/Hangars 
1811,  3302,  3303,  3305,  3306,  3310,  3312,  3315,  3321,  3322,  3323,  3325,  3326,  3331,  3332, 
3369,  3373,  and  3379)  (NJ  ANG  2007). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  108  WG  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation. 

The  108  WG  does  not  maintain,  operate,  or  own  any  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated 
equipment  and  the  subject  property  is  considered  PCB-free  (108  WG  2011b). 

3 .2 . 9 .2  Hazardous  W aste  Management 

McGuire  AFB  Integrated  Contingency  Plan  for  Oil  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan 
incorporates  the  requirements  for  a  Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasure  Plan  and  a 
Facility  Response  Plan  (87^'^  Air  Base  Wing  2009).  It  contains  the  governing  regulations  for 
spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and  responding  to  releases, 
accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (87^*^  Air  Base  Wing  2009).  The  108 
WG  Hazardous  Waste  Management  plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling  and  managing 
hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed.  In  addition,  it 
includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  pertaining  to 
hazardous  waste  (108  WG  2011b). 
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The  108  WG  hazardous  waste  disposal  aetivities  are  coved  under  the  McGuire  Field  USEPA 
Identification  Number  NJ257 18240 18,  which  is  regulated  as  a  Large  Quantity  Generator  of 
hazardous  waste.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where  the  waste  is  initially  created  or 
generated.  An  SAP  is  an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially  accumulated  at  the  point  of 
generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous  wastes  initially  accumulated 
at  a  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation 
CAP.  There  are  seven  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated)  identified  at  the  108  WG 
installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  3324,  3325,  3331,  3333,  3336,  3379,  and  3384.  The  108  WG 
installation  CAP  is  located  on  McGuire  Field  in  Building  2310  (108  WG  2013c). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
contaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  OWSs  located 
on  the  108  WG  installation  primarily  receive  discharge  from  floor  drains  in  maintenance  areas. 

3. 2. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  currently  42  ERP  sites  on  McGuire  Field,  with  1  of  these  sites  (SS-39)  located  on  the 
108  WG  installation.  In  addition,  there  is  currently  a  contaminated  area  located  in  the  POL 
facility  on  the  108  WG  installation  that  has  recently  been  discovered  and  is  currently  being 
investigated.  Table  3.2. 9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  on  the  108  WG  installation 
and  Figure  3. 2. 9-1  shows  the  locations.  The  exact  boundaries  for  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency 
(DLA)  site  is  still  being  investigated.  Therefore,  the  area  shown  on  the  map  is  only  a  general 
location. 


Table  3,2, 9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  108  WG  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

SS-39 

Site  SS-39  ineludes  several  former  and  eurrent  industrial  buildings  at  whieh 
aireraft  maintenanee,  aireraft  washing,  and  fuel  eell  repairs  eurrently  and 
historieally  were  performed.  It  ineludes  Buildings  3321,  3322,  3325,  and  3350. 
A  portion  of  Site  SS-39  is  eurrently  an  aireraft  parking  apron. 

Remedial 

Investigation 

DLA 

Site 

Reeently  an  area  loeated  within  the  POL  faeility  on  the  108  WG  installation  was 
diseovered  to  have  low  levels  of  jet  fuel  and  other  fuel  types.  This  site  is  being 
managed  by  the  Defense  Logisties  Ageney  (DLA)  and  is  still  in  the  diseovery 
phase.  The  extent  and  the  souree  of  the  eontamination  is  still  unknown  at  this 
time.  Soil  and  groundwater  investigations  are  ongoing 

Preliminary 

Assessment/Site 

Investigation 

Source'.  Air  Force  Center  for  Engineering  and  the  Environment  2012,  108  WG  2013c 
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3,2,10  Socioeconomics 

3.2.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 


JB  MDL  is  located  approximately  18  miles  southeast  of  Trenton,  New  Jersey  in  Ocean  and 
Burlington  counties.  Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  New  Jersey, 
Burlington  and  Ocean  counties,  and  New  Hanover,  North  Hanover,  and  Pemberton  Townships 
are  provided  in  Table  3.2.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010,  Burlington  County’s  population  increased 
by  53,668,  an  increase  of  approximately  14  percent.  Ocean  County  grew  by  143,364  between 
1990  and  2010,  an  increase  of  approximately  33  percent  (USCB  1990b,  2000b,  2010b). 


Table  3,2,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  JB  MDL 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

New  Jersey 

7,730,188 

8,414,350 

8,791,894 

Burlington  County 

395,066 

423,394 

448,734 

Oeean  County 

433,203 

510,916 

576,567 

New  Hanover  Township 

9,546 

9,744 

7,385 

North  Hanover  Township 

9,994 

7,347 

7,678 

Pemberton  Township 

31,342 

28,691 

27,912 

Plumsted  Township 

2,089 

7,275 

8,421 

Wrightstown  Borough 

3,843 

748 

802 

Source-.  USCB  1990b,  2000b,  2010b. 


The  108  WG  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,329,  including  416  full-time  and 
913  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-12). 


Employment  and  Earnings 


Table  3.2.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  New  Jersey;  Burlington  and 
Ocean  counties;  New  Hanover,  North  Hanover,  Pemberton  and  Plumsted  Townships;  and 
Wrightstown  Borough.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates,  there  were  244,032  persons 
in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  224,720  employed  within  Burlington  County,  resulting  in  an 
unemployment  rate  of  approximately  8  percent.  Labor  force  estimates  for  Ocean  County  include 
267,716  persons,  with  243,182  employed,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  9 
percent.  Top  employment  industries  in  Burlington  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and 
health  care  and  social  assistance;  2)  professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative 
and  waste  management  services;  and  3)  retail  trade  (USCB  2011b).  Principal  employers  include 
Virtua  Memorial  Hospital  of  Burlington  County,  Lockheed  Martin,  Burlington  Coat  Factory, 
Viking  Yacht  Company,  and  PHH  Mortgage  (Burlington  County  2010).  Top  employment 
industries  in  Ocean  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social  assistance; 
2)  retail;  and  3)  professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative  and  waste 
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management  services  (USCB  2011b).  Principal  employers  include  Saint  Barnabas  Health  Care 
System,  Six  Flags  theme  parks,  Naval  Engineering  Station-Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Toms 
River  Regional  School  System,  and  Ocean  County  government  (Ocean  County  2008). 


Table  3,2,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  JB  MDL 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (%) 

New  Jersey 

4,633,565 

4,230,814 

402,751 

8.7 

Burlington  County 

244,032 

224,720 

19,312 

7.9 

Oeean  County 

267,716 

243,182 

24,534 

9.2 

New  Hanover  Township 

2,082 

1,984 

98 

4.7 

North  Hanover 

Township 

4,030 

3,641 

389 

9.7 

Pemberton  Township 

15,079 

13,465 

1,614 

10.7 

Plumsted  Township 

4,731 

4,391 

340 

7.2 

Wrightstown  Borough 

467 

432 

35 

7.5 

Note'.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 
Source-.  USCB  2011b. 


3.2.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  80,547  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Burlington  County.  In  Ocean  County,  95,936 
students  were  enrolled  in  schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  (USCB  2011b). 

3.2.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Burlington  County  was  175,615,  with  a  vacancy  rate  of 

5.3  percent.  In  Ocean  County  in  2010,  there  were  a  total  of  278,052  housing  units  with  a 
vacancy  rate  of  approximately  21  percent  (USCB  2010b).  Currently,  approximately  20  percent 
of  active  duty  personnel  live  on-base  (108  WG  2013c). 

3,2,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.2.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.2.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low-income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,  as  well  as  the  counties,  boroughs,  and  townships  within  the  vicinity  of  McGuire 
Field.  Approximately  26  percent  of  the  population  of  Burlington  County  is  composed  of 
minorities  (i.e.,  an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared 
to  approximately  31  percent  for  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  Ocean  County  has  a  lower  proportion 
of  minorities  (approximately  9  percent)  than  Burlington  County  or  the  state  (USCB  2010c). 
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The  percentage  of  population  living  below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  New  Jersey 
(approximately  9  percent)  is  higher  than  Burlington  County  (approximately  5  percent),  and 
similar  to  Ocean  County  (approximately  10  percent)  (USCB  2010b). 


Table  3,2,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  JB  MDL^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

New  Jersey 

8,791,894 

2,762,646 

31.6 

826,438 

9.4 

2,065,214 

23.5 

Burlington  County 

448,734 

117,392 

26.2 

23,783 

5.3 

104,243 

23.2 

Oeean  County 

576,567 

51,990 

9.0 

54,774 

9.5 

134,919 

23.4 

New  Hanover 
Township 

7,385 

3,393 

45.9 

258 

3.5 

586 

7.9 

North  Hanover 
Township 

7,678 

1,522 

19.8 

499 

6.5 

2,266 

29.5 

Pemberton 

Township 

27,912 

9,064 

32.5 

2,735 

9.8 

6,869 

24.6 

Plumsted 

Township 

8,421 

489 

5.8 

1,322 

15.7 

2,207 

26.2 

Wrightstown 

Borough 

802 

422 

52.6 

36 

4.5 

216 

26.9 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 


2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-201 1  American  Community  Survey  5- 
Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  Bureau  of 
the  Census  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it 
excludes  institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  2010b,  2011c. 

Table  3.2.11-2  displays  the  total  population,  total  minority  population,  percentage  minority,  total 
low-income  population,  and  low-income  percentages  for  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  with  the 
baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 


Table  3,2,11-2,  Population  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  JB  MDL^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

54 

8 

15 

3 

6 

70-75 

26 

4 

15 

1 

4 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

80 

12 

15 

4 

5 

Note:  1 .  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  1 8  were  obtained 


from  the  2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5- 
Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the 
USCB  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population 
because  it  excludes  institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college 
dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15  years  old. 

Sources:  USCB  2010c,  2011c. 
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In  the  area  surrounding  JB  MDL,  approximately  80  people  were  estimated  to  be  affeeted  by 
existing  DNL  between  65  and  75  dB.  Out  of  that  total,  approximately  30  pereent  are  eonsidered 
to  be  minorities  and  5  pereent  to  be  low-ineome.  The  pereentage  of  minority  populations 
eurrently  affected  by  noise  is  greater  than  the  approximate  26  percent  minority  average  in 
Burlington  County  and  greater  than  the  approximate  9  percent  minority  average  in  Ocean 
County.  The  percentage  of  low-income  populations  in  the  area  surrounding  JB  MDL  affected  by 
the  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  is  approximately  the  same  as  the  5  and  slightly  lower  than  the  10 
percent  low- income  average  in  Burlington  and  Ocean  counties  (respectively). 

3.2.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Burlington  County  was 
approximately  104,243  (approximately  23  percent  of  the  population).  In  2010,  the  number  of 
children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Ocean  County  was  approximately  134,919  (approximately 
23  percent  of  the  population)  (Table  3.2.1 1-1).  The  state  of  New  Jersey  has  a  similar  percentage 
population  of  children  compared  to  the  counties  (approximately  24  percent).  There  are  no  on- 
installation  housing  or  facilities  for  children  located  at  the  108  WG  installation.  Currently,  there 
are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off-installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to  aircraft  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  there  is  one  child  development  center  that  is  currently  located 
within  the  65  dB  contour. 
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3,3  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG,  is  located  in  Portsmouth  and  Newington, 
New  Hampshire,  approximately  55  miles  north  of  Boston,  Massachusetts.  The  157  ARW  base  is 
situated  on  the  northeast  side  of  the  Portsmouth  lAP  at  Pease,  which  is  owned  and  operated  by 
PDA. 


3.3.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  located  at  a  commercial  airport 
with  a  published  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for  use  of 
the  FAA’s  INM  to  generate  DNL  noise  contours.  The  Airport  Authority  under  the  FAA  uses 
INM  for  generating  noise  contours  and  for  Portsmouth  lAP,  the  FAA’s  INM  was  used.  For  more 
detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods,  see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

3. 3. 1.1  Baseline  Operations 

In  1996,  the  PDA  published  a  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  study  for  Portsmouth 
lAP.  This  study  is  currently  being  updated  but  was  not  available  to  use  for  this  EIS.  The  1996 
INM  aircraft  operational  data  was  updated  in  2008  in  support  of  an  Environmental  Assessment 
prepared  to  support  construction  projects  at  Pease  ANGS  (157  ARW  2008a).  This  data  for  the 
KC-135  was  updated  to  reflect  the  actual  KC-135  2012  aircraft  operations  and  is  used  as  the 
baseline  for  this  analysis. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  March  2013,  approximately  37,016  total  aircraft 
operations  occurred  at  Portsmouth  lAP  during  the  12-month  period  ending  October  2012 
(Pomeroy  2013).  An  aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft  departs  from  the  runway 
and  each  time  they  approach  the  runway.  Table  3.3. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of  aircraft 
operations  for  the  Portsmouth  lAP  airfield  based  on  information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying 
organizations,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel.  The  majority  of  aircraft  traffic  includes  air 
cargo,  commercial  regional  jets  (air  taxi),  and  larger  commercial  aircraft  and  other  based  military 
aircraft,  along  with  based  ANG  KC-135  aircraft.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at 
an  installation  varies  from  day  to  day,  for  Portsmouth  lAP,  operations  are  calculated  for  an  AAD, 
meaning  that  yearly  operations  are  averaged  across  all  365  days  of  the  year.  Table  3.3. 1-1 
reflects  a  total  of  approximately  102  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (37,410  divided  by  365 
days).  Approximately  4  percent  of  the  total  operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP  occur  during 
environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00  a.m.). 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment  3-57 

Pease  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  3,3, 1-1,  Current  Portsmouth  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighP 

Day 

Night^ 

Total' 

KC-135 

2,939 

131 

2,939 

131 

5,878 

262 

6,140 

Other  Aircraft^ 

14,541 

1,094 

14,853 

782 

29,394 

1,876 

31,270 

Total 

17,480 

1,225 

17,792 

913 

35,272 

2,138 

37,410 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
Lear  25,  35,  Airbus  319. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 

Based  on  the  2012  baseline  data,  the  157  ARW  KC-135  aireraft  flew  a  total  of  6,140  annual 
airfleld  operations,  or  an  average  of  17  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  4  percent  of  the 
total  KC-135  operations  occur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  16  percent  of  total 
operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP  are  accomplished  by  the  157  ARW  KC-135  aircraft. 

3 .3 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Portsmouth  lAP  aircraft  use  straight  out  departures,  straight  in  approaches,  IFR  or  radar  closed 
patterns,  and  VFR  closed  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns  for  training  flights  and  local  arrival 
and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed  pattern  flight  tracks  are 
found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise. 

3. 3. 1.3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  baseline  conditions  at  Portsmouth  lAP  are  shown  in  Eigure  3.3. 1-1. 
The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  Portsmouth  lAP  property  is  shown  in  Table  3. 3. 1-2;  no 
off-airport  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNE  occur. 

Table  3,3, 1-2,  Acres  witbin  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Portsmouth  lAP 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On-Airport 

(acres) 

Off- Airport 
(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

237 

0 

237 

70-75 

81 

0 

81 

75-80 

16 

0 

16 

80-85 

1 

0 

1 

Greater  than  85 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

334 

0 

334 

Note:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 
dB  =  decibel 
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Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  3. 3. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Portsmouth  lAP  that  falls  within  the 
baseline  80+  dB  DNL  noise  eontour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  eurrently 
assoeiated  with  these  areas. 

3 .3 . 1 .4  Portsmouth  International  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Proeedures 

Portsmouth  lAP  has  published  eertain  restrictions  on  flying  activities  that  could  adversely  affect 
its  neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduce  noise  impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations.  The 
restrictions  are  published  on  aeronautical  charts  and  apply  to  both  military  and  civilian  aircraft 
(SkyVector  2013a).  The  restrictions  include  guidance  for  noise  abatement  procedures  for  the 
airfield  including,  but  not  limited  to,  requiring  aircraft  departing  the  airport  to  maintain  runway 
heading  to  1,100  feet  MSL  prior  to  turning  and  not  allowing  aircraft  to  practice  low  approaches 
or  touch-and-go  landings  between  the  hours  of  11:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  for  local  based  aircraft 
and  from  9:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  for  transient  aircraft  or  before  12:00  on  Sundays  for  all  aircraft. 
The  noise  abatement  procedures  are  considered  voluntary  for  military  aircraft  and  can  be  waived 
based  on  mission  requirements  (Smith  2013a). 

3. 3. 1.5  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Currently,  all  noise  complaints  are  handled  through  the  PDA  noise  complaint  hotline  or  website. 
Thirty-one  noise  complaints  were  logged  between  April  10,  2012  and  December  12,  2012  (nine 
of  the  complaints  received  were  from  one  specific  individual,  five  complaints  from  another 
specific  individual,  and  the  rest  were  from  others).  Sherman  Village,  a  housing  development, 
lies  just  outside  of  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  complaints  received  from  that  area  are 
typically  associated  with  helicopter  activity  (PDA  2012a,  2012b). 

3,3,2  Air  Quality 

3 .3 .2. 1  Regulatory  Setting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  New  Hampshire  Department  of 
Environmental  Services  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality  within  the  state 
of  New  Hampshire.  The  state  of  New  Hampshire  regulates  air  quality  through  the  New 
Hampshire  Code  of  Administrative  Rules,  ENV-A  100  to  ENV-A  4805.  The  state  of  New 
Hampshire  has  adopted  the  NAAQS  and  has  not  adopted  separate  state  air  quality  standards. 
The  NAAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 3. 2-1. 
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Table  3,3,2-l,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/m') 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(lOmg/m^) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide. 

Source-.  USEPA  2012. 

Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG,  is  located  in  Portsmouth  and  Newington, 
New  Hampshire,  approximately  55  miles  north  of  Boston,  Massachusetts.  The  USEPA  had 
previously  classified  the  Boston-Manchester-Portsmouth  area  as  a  moderate  nonattainment  area 
for  the  1997  O3  standard.  On  January  31,  2013,  the  USEPA  formally  redesignated  southeastern 
New  Hampshire  as  an  attainment  area  for  the  1997  O3  standard.  The  region  is  therefore 
considered  a  maintenance  area  for  O3.  The  region  is  designated  attainment/unclassified  area  for 
all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the 
classification  for  the  region  as  a  maintenance  area,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the 
General  Conformity  Rule  for  ozone  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is  100  tpy. 
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The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 

3. 3. 2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  has  a  humid  continental  climate  with  warm  summers  and  no  dry 
season.  The  area  within  25  miles  of  this  station  is  covered  by  forests  (62  percent),  oceans  and 
seas  (34  percent),  and  lakes  and  rivers  (2  percent).  Over  the  course  of  a  year,  the  temperature 
typically  varies  from  17°F  to  SHF  and  is  rarely  below  3°F  or  above  89°F.  The  warm  season 
lasts  from  June  4  to  September  15  with  an  average  daily  high  temperature  above  71°F.  The 
highest  temperatures  occur  in  July,  with  an  average  high  of  SHF  and  low  of  63°F.  The  cold 
season  lasts  from  December  5  to  March  13  with  an  average  daily  high  temperature  below  42°F. 
The  coldest  temperatures  occur  in  January,  with  an  average  low  of  17°F  and  high  of  32°F 
(Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013b). 

The  wind  is  most  often  out  of  the  west  (24  percent  of  the  time),  north  west  (14  percent  of  the 
time),  and  south  west  (11  percent  of  the  time).  Over  the  course  of  the  year,  typical  wind  speeds 
vary  from  0  miles  per  hour  to  16  miles  per  hour  (calm  to  moderate  breeze),  rarely  exceeding  25 
miles  per  hour  (strong  breeze).  Winds  are  generally  highest  during  the  springtime  (Northeast 
Regional  Climate  Center  2013b). 

3. 3. 2. 3  Regional  and  Focal  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  157  ARW  is  based  on  the  northeast  side  of  Portsmouth  lAP,  approximately  1  mile  from 
Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire.  The  surrounding  area  is  developed  to  the  east  and  south  of  the 
airport.  To  the  west  of  the  airport  lies  the  Great  Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Great  Bay. 

The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Rockingham 
County.  Table  3. 3.2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide,  and  mobile)  of 
criteria  pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 
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Table  3,3,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Rockingham  County,  New  Hampshire 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  I 

Stationary  Sources 

5,780 

1,042 

2,628 

6,982 

3,888 

3,696 

Area- Wide  Source 

4,368 

3,521 

159 

8 

4,055 

981 

Mobile  Sources 

50,746 

5,226 

8,648 

587 

534 

421 

Total 

60,894 

9,789 

11,435 

7,577 

8,477 

5,098 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant. 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3. 3. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  baekground  air  monitoring  data  for  the  157  ARW  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3. 3.2-3.  The  elosest  monitoring  stations  to  Portsmouth  lAP  inelude  the 
monitoring  station  in  Portsmouth  itself,  along  with  monitoring  stations  in  Nashua  and 
Manehester. 


As  shown  in  Table  3. 3. 2-3,  the  area  has  experieneed  one  to  two  O3  exceedanees  annually  during 
the  reeent  5-year  period.  The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not  experienee  violations  of  other 
NAAQS. 
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Table  3,3,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  Portsmouth  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.079 

0.076 

0.081 

0.086 

0.083 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

33.2 

29 

26.3 

14 

24.3 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  |ig/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

8.2 

7.1 

lA 

6.5 

1.1 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

61 

57 

60 

59 

59 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

9.4 

3.3 

3.4 

2.6 

0.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8 -hour  value  (ppm) 

4.4 

2.3 

2.4 

2.4 

0.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

NA 

0.051 

0.050 

0.012 

0.011 

98"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

NA 

0.047 

0.042 

0.010 

0.010 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

NA 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1  Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.085 

0.073 

0.048 

0.070 

0.034 

99"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.062 

0.042 

0.045 

0.037 

0.021 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.025 

0.016 

0.015 

0.014 

0.006 

Notes:  1 .  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  20 10. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source:  USEPA  2013a. 

3. 3. 2. 5  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  157  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  and  one  backup 
inventory  KC-135  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  157  ARW  include  aircraft  fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground  vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles, 
and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non¬ 
destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire 
maintenance  (157  ARW  2005,  2013c). 

Emissions  for  the  157  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(157  ARW  2010).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  157  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Eederal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  50  tpy  for  O3  precursors  NOx  and  VOCs, 
100  tpy  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants,  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any 
combination  of  HAPs  (157  ARW  2010). 
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The  157  ARW  operates  under  General  State  Permit  GSP-EG-0370  whieh  ineludes  nine 
emergency  generators  and  one  emergency  fire  pump.  The  permit  contains  operational  limits 
such  that  its  potential  emissions  are  restricted  below  the  Title  V  major  source  thresholds.  The 
2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory  demonstrates  that  the  installation  operates  in  compliance  with  the 
limits  in  its  permit,  and  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from  stationary  sources  are  below  the 
major  source  thresholds  (157  ARW  2010). 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  157  ARW  include  emissions  from  natural  gas,  diesel,  and 
propane-fired  heating  units,  internal  combustion  engines,  fuel  tanks,  a  gasoline  service  station, 
and  various  minor  sources  such  as  solvent  use,  deicing,  and  welding.  Mobile  source  emissions 
include  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle 
operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the 
aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  157  ARW 
installation  considered  all  based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all 
flight  activities  below  the  default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also 
include  stationary  sources,  and  emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing 
personnel  and  dependents.  These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources, 
account  for  the  majority  of  the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #3,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-13,  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate 
aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of  the 
methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions  for 
the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in 
Table  3. 3. 2-4. 


Table  3,3,2-4,  157  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Pease  ANGS 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

2.41 

36.29 

73.94 

6.29 

0.33 

0.33 

17,480 

AGE 

0.00 

0.01 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1,588 

Engine  Testing 

0.10 

1.47 

0.40 

0.06 

0.01 

0.01 

174 

POVs 

1.11 

19.06 

0.91 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

597 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

3.62 

56.84 

75.32 

6.36 

0.37 

0.35 

19,839 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 
Source:  157  ARW  2010. 
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3,3,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
Portsmouth  lAP. 

3 . 3 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Fire/Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenance  activities  conducted  by  the  157  ARW  are  performed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Technical  Orders,  and 
standards  prescribed  by  AFOSH  requirements.  ARFF  services  at  Pease  ANGS  are  available  on  a 
24-hour  basis.  Upon  notification  of  an  in-flight  or  ground  emergency,  the  crash  and  rescue 
services  personnel  would  coordinate  emergency  services.  ARFF  equipment  and  personnel  at 
Pease  ANGS  meet  USAF  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013a). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrictions  associated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preclude  incompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas.  The  city  of  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  utilizes 
the  FAA’s  airport  land  use  compatibility  guidelines,  and  as  such,  the  RPZs  have  allowed 
development  to  be  compatible  with  airport  operations.  Details  of  development  and  land  use  in 
the  Portsmouth  lAP  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.3.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  157  ARW  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performance  of  their  mission.  The 
existing  munitions  storage  capabilities  on  Pease  ANGS  meet  the  requirement  for  small  arms 
deployment/training  ammunition  and  other  munitions  required  by  the  157  ARW.  The  munitions 
storage  complex  consists  of  five  earth-covered  igloos  of  208  SF  each  (total  storage  area  of  1,040 
SF),  with  a  192  SF  receipt/inspection  facility.  Additional  storage  was  established  in  the 
Squadron  Operations  building,  which  provides  additional  square  footage  for  aircrew  flight 
equipment  assets.  Additionally,  a  2013  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  Westover  Air  Reserve 
Base  is  in  place  augmenting  munitions  storage  capacity. 
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Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  157  ARW  military  facilities  at  Pease  ANGS  were  constructed  before  AT/FP 
considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current  conditions,  many  facilities  do  not 
comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new  construction  occurs  and  as  facilities 
are  modified,  the  157  ARW  would  incorporate  these  standards  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable. 

3. 3. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Pease  ANGS  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules.  Specific 
safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be  followed  by  all 
aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFI  11-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations,  C/KC-135 
Operations  Procedures,  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close  proximity 
during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency  separation 
procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (all  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight-hours  (AFSEC  2012).  The  157  ARW  has  not  experienced  a  Class 
A  mishap  in  the  past  10  years  (Pease  ANGS  2013). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  all  reported  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG  has  an  effective,  on-going  BASH  program  through  which 
information  and  assistance  is  freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Portsmouth  lAP  staff,  and 
the  local  air  traffic  controllers.  The  airport  also  has  an  aggressive  program  with  the  USDA, 
including  continual  monitoring  within  the  fenceline  to  minimize  BASH  potential.  The  airport 
has  an  excellent  track  record  of  managing  BASH  issues  and  has  successfully  included  the 
management  at  the  off-airport  landfill  property.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the 
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immediate  Portsmouth  lAP  area  are  rare  and  have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (Pease 
ANGS  2013).  The  157  ARW  has  reeorded  98  minor  BASH  ineidents  from  2008  to  2013,  with 
an  average  of  fewer  than  20  per  year  (Pease  ANGS  2013). 

Fuel  Jettison 

For  use  in  emergeney  situations,  the  KC-135  aireraft  have  the  eapability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduee  aireraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  In  aeeordanee  with  APIs,  Pease  ANGS  has 
established  loeal  proeedures  for  gross  weight  adjustments;  fuel  jettison  areas  are  over  the 
Atlantie  Oeean  and  above  20,000  feet  AGL.  157  ARW  aireraft  jettisoned  fuel  onee  in  2012  and 
twiee  in  201 1  (Pease  ANGS  2013). 

3,3,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.3.4.1  Soils 

The  Portsmouth  area  of  New  Hampshire  is  within  the  Appalaehian  Highlands  and  eonsists 
almost  entirely  of  glaeiated  till  plains  and  rolling  hills  disseeted  by  narrow  valleys  with  a  thin 
mantle  of  till.  The  river  valleys  and  eoastal  plains  are  filled  with  glaeial  lake  sediments,  marine 
sediments,  and  glaeial  outwash  (USDA  2006).  The  157  ARW  installation  is  loeated  on 
improved  land  and  is  generally  flat  with  plateau-like  deelining  coastal  terrain.  Relief  ranges 
from  approximately  0  to  1 15  feet  MSL  with  slopes  generally  under  5  percent  (157  ARW  2008a). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Rockingham  County,  New  Hampshire  identifies  the  following  five 
individual  soil  types  at  the  installation: 

Pennichuck  channery  very  fine  sandy  loam,  3  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  is  a  gently  sloping  soil 
typically  found  on  low  hills  and  terraces  from  till  or  glacial  drift  composed  of  an  unconsolidated 
mixture  of  sediments.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  somewhat 
limited  due  to  slope,  depth  to  hard  bedrock,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  This  soil  type  is 
designated  as  Prime  Farmland  (NRCS  2012).  Approximately  11  percent  of  the  installation  is 
composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Udorthents,  smoothed:  This  soil  is  found  in  areas  that  have  been  excavated  and  regraded  or  that 
have  been  filled  with  soil  material  and  graded.  This  soil  type  is  typically  used  for  urban 
development  or  landfills.  The  suitability  of  the  soils  as  a  site  for  development  varies  (NRCS 
2012).  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type. 
Approximately  15  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Urban  land:  This  soil  primarily  consists  of  cut/fill  sites  used  for  buildings,  paved  roads,  parking 
lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  not 
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rated  for  this  soil  type  and  requires  onsite  investigation  and  evaluation  for  most  land  use 
deeisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations  (NRCS  2012).  Approximately  42  pereent  of  the 
installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil  type. 

Urban  land-Canton  complex,  3  to  15  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typioally  found  on  broad  plains 
and  low  hills  that  are  partially  eovered  by  streets,  parking  lots,  and  buildings.  The  soil  eonsists 
of  strongly  intermingled  Urban  land  and  sloping  Canton  soil  (NRCS  2012).  The  rating  elass  for 
building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type.  Approximately  30  pereent  of  the 
installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil  type. 

Windsor  loamy  sand,  3  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  gently  sloping  soil  is  typically  found  on  low 
hills,  broad  plains,  and  adjacent  to  major  streams.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development 
is  considered  somewhat  limited  due  to  slope  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil 
type  is  designated  as  Farmland  of  Local  Importance  (NRCS  2012).  Approximately  2  percent  of 
the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

3. 3. 4.2  Surface  Water 

The  157  ARW  installation  is  located  within  the  Piscataqua-Salmon  Falls  Watershed  that 
encompasses  over  2,590  square  miles  across  the  states  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  and 
Massachusetts  (USEPA  2013d).  The  Piscataqua  River  Watershed,  a  sub-basin  of  Piscataqua- 
Salmon  Falls  Watershed,  is  the  local  watershed  surrounding  Portsmouth  lAP.  The  Piscataqua 
River  Watershed  begins  at  the  confluence  of  Salmon  Falls  and  Cocheco  Rivers  and  ultimately 
drains  to  Portsmouth  Harbor  (Seacoast  Watershed  Information  Manager  2013). 

Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  157  ARW  installation  include  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  and  Portsmouth  Harbor  to  the  east,  the  Great  Bay  National  Estuary  to  the  southwest,  Eittle 
Bay  to  the  northwest,  and  several  rivers  and  creeks  including:  Elagstone  Brook  to  the  north,  the 
confluence  of  Oyster  and  Piscataqua  rivers  to  the  northeast,  Paul’s  Brook  to  the  northeast, 
Grafton  Ditch  to  the  south,  Hodgson  Brook  to  the  east,  and  McIntyre  Brook  to  the  west  (Eigure 
3.3.4-I). 

The  Great  Bay  National  Estuary,  adjacent  to  the  Portsmouth  lAP  along  its  southwestern  border, 
is  a  unique  water  feature  as  it  is  both  a  saltwater  and  a  freshwater  system,  set  apart  from  the 
coastline.  Great  Bay  lies  at  the  confluence  of  tidally  driven  salt  water  from  the  Gulf  of  Maine 
and  fresh  water  from  the  Salmon  Palls,  Cocheco,  Bellamy,  Oyster,  Eamprey,  Squamscott,  and 
Winnicut  rivers.  The  USEPA  has  afforded  special  protection  to  it  as  one  of  only  28  Estuaries  of 
National  Significance  (New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services  2013). 
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Surface  water  within  the  installation  primarily  eonsists  of  a  series  of  man-made  ditches,  storm 
sewers,  and  drainage  swales.  Drainage  of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by  overland  flow  to 
storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  eonneeted  by  a  network  of  underground  pipes.  There  are  four 
primary  drainage  basins  on  the  installation:  Outfall-001,  -002,  -003,  and  -004.  Outfall-001 
drains  to  Hodgson  Brook  and  ultimately  joins  the  Piscataqua  River.  Outfall-002  drains  to 
Flagstone  Brook  and  eventually  diseharges  to  Little  Bay.  Outfall-003  drains  to  Melntyre  Brook 
ultimately  diseharging  to  Great  Bay.  Outfall-004  drains  to  Grafton  Diteh  and  eventually 
diseharges  to  the  Piscataqua  River.  The  outfalls  assoeiated  with  industrial  aetivity  are  regulated 
under  an  individual  National  Pollutant  Diseharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  for 
Stormwater  Runoff  Assoeiated  with  Industrial  Aetivity  (Permit  No.  NH0090000).  The  permit  is 
administered  by  the  USEPA  New  England  Region  (Portsmouth  lAP  2011). 

3. 3. 4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  primarily  eomposed  of  erystalline-roek  aquifers  of  the  New  England 
Physiographie  Provinee  (USGS  1995b).  The  regional  groundwater  system  within  the  Great  Bay 
area  eonsists  of  a  till-  or  marine-sediment-covered  erystalline  bedroek  aquifer.  Coarse-grained 
sand  and  gravel  aquifers  are  generally  small  and  diseontinuous  with  the  exeeption  of  a  large  iee- 
eontaet  deposit  beneath  the  former  Pease  APB,  in  Newington.  Crystalline  bedroek  eonsists  of 
three  main  units:  the  Kittery  Pormation,  a  metasandstone  on  the  western  side  of  the  bay;  the 
Eliot  Pormation,  a  phyllite  along  the  eastern  and  southern  sides  of  the  bay;  and  the  Exeter 
Diorite,  inland  west  of  the  bay  (USGS  2001). 

Groundwater  at  the  157  ARW  oeeurs  in  uneonsolidated  material,  fraetured  bedroek,  and 
eompetent  bedroek.  The  prineipal  water-bearing  overburden  units  are  the  Upper  Sand  and 
Power  Sand.  Tidal  fluetuations  ean  be  measured  in  both  water  table  and  bedroek  wells  within 
the  installation.  Groundwater  elevations  also  vary  seasonally,  with  groundwater  highs  from 
Deeember  to  May  and  lows  from  July  to  September.  Based  on  the  installation  groundwater 
contour  map,  the  subjeet  property  is  on  a  loealized  high  point  with  radial  flow  outward  (157 
ARW  2008a). 

The  primary  water  souree  for  the  Pease  International  Tradeport  are  three  wells  operated  by 
Portsmouth  waterworks;  Haven,  Smith,  and  Harrison  wells  (City  of  Portsmouth  2010).  There  are 
eurrently  three  aetive  Groundwater  Management  Zones  loeated  on  the  installation,  as  mandated 
by  the  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Serviees.  A  Groundwater  Management 
Zone  is  a  three-dimensional  region  eontaining  groundwater  being  managed  to  mitigate 
impairment  eaused  by  the  release  of  eontaminants  from  a  site.  The  souree  of  eontaminants  in  the 
three  Groundwater  Management  Zones  on  the  installation  inelude  the  flightline.  Building  249  (a 
storage  faeility),  and  the  Bulk  Puels  Storage  area  (157  ARW  2008a). 
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3. 3. 4.4  Floodplains 

Per  the  FEMA  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Rockingham  County,  New  Hampshire,  Panel  255 
(Map  Number  33015C0255E,  Effective  May  17,  2005),  the  157  ARW  installation  is  located 
within  an  area  designated  as  Zone  X.  The  designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside 
the  0.2  percent  annual  chance  flood  (500  year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding 
(EEMA  2005). 

3,3.5  Biological  Resources 

3.3.5. 1  Vegetation 

Portsmouth  lAP  occurs  within  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest  (Oceanic)  Province.  Vegetation  in 
this  region  typically  is  characterized  by  a  winter  deciduous  forest  dominated  by  tall  broadleaf 
trees  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority  of  the  157  ARW  installation  is  developed  or  actively 
landscaped,  with  approximately  37  percent  containing  natural  vegetation.  Natural  vegetation 
consists  of  primarily  fragmented  areas  comprised  of  Appalachian  oak-pine  forests  in  the  northern 
and  southeastern  portion  of  the  installation.  Dominant  evergreen  species  include  white  pine 
(Pinus  strobus)  and  hemlock  {Tsuga  canadensis).  Dominant  deciduous  species  include  maples 
{Acer  spp.),  oaks  {Quercus  spp.),  birch  {Betula  spp.),  beech  {Fagus  grandifolia),  and  hickories 
{Carya  spp.)  (NGB  2011;  157  ARW  2008a,  2013b). 

3. 3. 5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  fragmented  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human  activities  at 
and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of  wildlife 
present  at  the  airport  and  the  157  ARW  installation  consists  of  species  that  are  highly  adapted  to 
developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Pease  ANGS  is  located  within  the  Atlantic  Elyway,  one  of  four 
major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the  bird  species  found  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  or  within  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  MBTA.  Common  bird  species 
occurring  or  potentially  occurring  in  or  near  the  airport  include  Rock  Doves  {Columba  livia), 
European  Starlings  {Sturnus  vulgaris).  Mourning  Doves  {Zenaida  macroura),  American  Crows 
{Corvus  brachyrhynchos),  American  Kestrels  {Falco  sparverius).  Red-winged  Blackbirds 
{Agelaius  phoeniceus),  Short-eared  Owls  (Asia  flammeus),  and  Red-tailed  Hawks  (Buteo 
jamaicensis).  Common  mammals  include  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus  virginianus),  red  foxes 
(Vulpes  vulpes),  coyotes  (Canis  latrans),  eastern  chipmunk  {Tamias  striatus),  gray  squirrel 
{Sciurus  carolinensis),  and  raccoon  {Procyon  lotor).  Common  reptiles  and  amphibians  include 
the  American  bullfrog  {Lithobates  catesbianus),  American  toad  (Anaxyrus  americanus),  eastern 
red-backed  salamander  {Plethodon  cinereus),  black  racer  {Coluber  constrictor),  snapping  turtle 
{Chelydra  serpentina),  and  spotted  turtle  {Clemmys  guttata)  (157  ARW  2008a,  2013b). 
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3. 3. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  or  candidate  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  airport  vicinity  or  on  the 
157  ARW  installation.  However,  eight  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  within  the  airport 
vicinity,  and  additional  special  status  species  have  been  observed  within  Rockingham  County 
within  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP.  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E. 
There  is  no  critical  habitat  located  on  the  installation  (157  ARW  2013,  New  Hampshire  Fish  and 
Game  2013,  New  Hampshire  Natural  Heritage  Bureau  2013). 

3. 3. 5. 4  Wetlands 

Nine  jurisdictional  wetlands,  totaling  6.86  acres,  occur  on  the  157  ARW  installation  in  the 
southeast  and  northern  portion  of  the  installation  (Figure  3.3. 4-1).  Seven  of  these  wetlands  are 
palustrine  forested  and  two  are  considered  palustrine  emergent  wetlands  (NGB  2011,  157  ARW 
2013b).  None  of  these  wetlands  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  construction  projects. 

3,3.6  Cultural  Resources 

3.3.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

All  portions  of  the  157  ARW  installation  determined  to  be  relatively  undisturbed  were 
intensively  surveyed  for  cultural  resources.  One  archaeological  resource  consisting  of  two 
Native  American  artifacts  was  encountered  in  a  shovel  test  pit  within  a  layer  of  fill  material  from 
adjacent  construction  activities.  Due  to  the  isolated  and  sparse  nature  of  the  find  and  its  location 
in  fill,  the  resource  is  considered  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (157  ARW  2009).  The 
New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  concurred  with  these  findings  (see  Muzzey  2009  in  Appendix  B4). 

3. 3. 6. 2  Architectural  Resources 

All  46  buildings  and  structures  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  era  (pre-1990)  were 
inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP-eligibility  (157  ARW  2009).  None  of  the  buildings, 
structures,  or  monuments  were  recommended  as  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (157  ARW 
2009;  St.  Fouis  2009).  The  New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  concurred  with  these  recommendations 
(see  Muzzey  2009  and  St.  Fouis  2009  in  Appendix  B4). 

3. 3. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  157  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  one  federally- 
recognized  Tribe  that  is  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  has  been 
identified:  The  Penobscot  Indian  Nation. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Pease  ANGS 


3-73 


Final  -  June  2014 


3,3,7  Land  Use 

The  Pease  ANGS  oecupies  approximately  220  fee  owned  acres  in  the  northeastern  portion  of 
Portsmouth  lAP,  situated  in  both  Newington  and  Portsmouth  in  Rockingham  County,  New 
Hampshire.  Portsmouth  lAP  is  a  holding  of  the  Pease  International  Tradeport;  the  Tradeport  is 
owned  and  operated  by  the  PDA,  a  state  agency  of  New  Hampshire.  The  present  day  Pease 
International  Tradeport  was  established  in  the  1950s  by  the  USAF  as  Pease  AFB  and  owned  by 
the  USAF  Strategic  Air  Command.  When  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Committee  closed 
Pease  AFB  in  October  1991,  the  157  ARW  became  the  sole  occupant.  The  USAF  maintained 
ownership  of  and  management  responsibility  for  the  property  of  the  remaining  1,073  acres  until 
1997.  Between  1992  and  1997,  the  USAF  transferred  1,054  acres  to  the  USFWS  and  19  acres  to 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (157  ARW  2008a). 

Land  use  surrounding  Portsmouth  lAP  is  predominantly  open  space  characterized  by  forested 
areas  interspersed  with  commercial,  residential,  industrial  parcels.  Small  parcels  of  agricultural 
use  are  located  to  the  southwest.  Wetland  areas  lie  to  the  northwest  and  southeast.  The  Great 
Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  established  in  1992  and  managed  by  the  USFWS,  occupies  a 
large  tract  of  land  just  to  the  northwest  of  the  airport  and  presents  a  barrier  to  future  development 
(Rockingham  Planning  Commission  2006).  The  Great  Bay  Estuary,  New  Hampshire’s  largest 
estuarine  system,  lies  approximately  1  mile  to  the  west  and  north  of  the  airport  boundary.  This 
estuarine  complex  is  fed  by  the  tidal  waters  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  flowing  approximately  1.5 
miles  east  of  the  airport.  The  Spaulding  Turnpike  (SR  4)  runs  roughly  parallel  to  the  airport’s 
eastern  boundary  and  1-95  traverses  just  beyond  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the  airport 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  and  provides 
protection  of  Portsmouth  lAP  (City  of  Portsmouth  2012a).  Zoning  codes  define  and  establish 
airport  hazard  zones  height  limitations  and  land  use  restrictions  within  these  zones.  This  zoning 
protects  RPZs,  details  of  which  can  be  found  in  the  Safety  section  of  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3. 
In  Portsmouth,  land  surrounding  the  airport  to  the  south  and  west  is  zoned  primarily  as  Natural 
Resource  Protection  (Open  Space/Conservation)  with  an  isolated  development  zoned  for 
Residential  use,  located  between  1-95  and  the  south  end  of  the  airport.  A  golf  course  is  also 
located  just  south  of  the  airport.  Adjacent  areas  to  the  east  of  the  airport  are  zoned  for  Business 
(Commercial),  Residential,  and  Municipal  (Public)  (City  of  Portsmouth  2012a).  In  Newington, 
areas  to  the  north  are  generally  zoned  for  Residential  and  Commercial  uses  (Town  of  Newington 
2009).  Current  average  noise  levels  from  aircraft  operations  above  65  dB  DNL  do  not  extend 
off-base  (Figure  3. 3. 7-1). 
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Figure  3,3, 7-1,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and 
Land  Use  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Source:  Plumsted  Township  Zoning  2013,  Pease  International  Tradeport  2013. 
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3,3,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.3.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  157  ARW  installation  is  supplied  by  the  Madbury  Treatment  Plant  operated 
by  the  City  of  Portsmouth  Water  Department.  Potable  water  in  the  area  is  supplied  primarily 
from  the  three  regional  groundwater  aquifer  wells  loeated  on  Pease  International  Tradeport.  The 
City  of  Portsmouth  pumps  approximately  1.64  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  eustomers 
(City  of  Portsmouth  2012b).  In  CY  2012,  26,510,960  gallons  of  potable  water  was  supplied  to 
the  157  ARW  installation  (157  ARW  2012a). 

3. 3. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  157  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
proeesses,  ineluding  oil/water  separator  diseharge,  wash  raek  diseharge,  floor  wash-down, 
latrines,  sinks,  and  showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  157  ARW  installation  is  conveyed 
into  the  municipal  sewage  system,  operated  by  the  City  of  Portsmouth  to  the  Pease  International 
Tradeport  Wastewater  Treatment  Facility.  The  facility  has  an  average  daily  flow  capacity  of  1.2 
million  gallons  per  day  but  typically  receives  0.75  million  gallons  of  wastewater  per  day  for 
treatment  (City  of  Portsmouth  2006). 

3. 3. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  Pease 
International  Tradeport  SWPPP  (2011),  the  157  ARW  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage 
conveyance  system  typified  by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface  drains,  underground 
pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and  swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see  Section  3.3.4,  Soils 
and  Water)  or  other  municipal  separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system 
has  been  designed  to  safely  collect  and  transport  surface  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to 
prevent  flooding  within  the  installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage) 
system. 

3. 3. 8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  157  ARW  installation  by  Public  Service  of  New  Hampshire  via  a 
substation  located  on  the  north  side  of  Building  153  and  is  distributed  via  underground  lines. 
Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Unitil  Corporation.  Electricity  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  157 
ARW  installation  was  4,271,136  kilowatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the 
157  ARW  installation  was  124,582  thousand  cubic  feet  (157  ARW  2012a). 
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3. 3. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Munieipal  solid  waste  at  the  157  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  aeeordanee  with  the  157  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (157  ARW  2012a)  and  guidelines  speeified  in  API  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  API  ineorporates,  by  referenee,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  eontained  within  40  CPR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applieable  federal  regulations,  APIs,  and  DoD  Direetives.  In  general,  API  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  ineorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  proeedures  for  reoyeling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  eollection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  reeordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  157  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  offiee  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  munieipal  waste,  and  eonstruetion  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  eolleeted  in  dumpsters  loeated  throughout  the  157  ARW  installation,  reeyclables  are 
separated,  and  waste  is  transported  by  eontraet  to  Turnkey  Landfill  in  Roehester,  New 
Hampshire  or  other  loeal  landfill  (157  ARW  2012a).  Up  to  83  percent  of  mixed  containers  (both 
debris  and  reeyclables)  is  recycled,  and  100  percent  of  metal  and  cardboard  are  recycled  (Smith 
2013b). 

3. 3. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  157  ARW  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways.  U.S. 
Route  4  is  located  to  the  north  and  east  of  the  installation  and  runs  west  to  Concord,  New 
Hampshire.  U.S.  Route  4  intersects  with  New  Hampshire  Route  16  northeast  of  the  installation. 
New  Hampshire  Route  16  intersects  with  1-95  southeast  of  the  airport  and  runs  the  entire  length 
of  the  eastern  seaboard.  In  addition,  SRs  lOI  and  108  are  located  near  the  installation  to  the 
south  and  west.  Access  to  the  installation  is  located  at  the  intersection  of  Pease  Boulevard  and 
Arboretum  Drive  (157  ARW  2008a). 

3,3.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 . 3 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  157  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  operations  support  and 
maintenance,  including  POL  management  and  distribution,  liquid  fuels  maintenance, 
transportation  maintenance,  vehicle  paint,  power  production,  machine  shop  operations,  and  flight 
simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  157  ARW  installation  include  hydraulic 
fluid,  waste  oils,  recovered  fuels,  spent  cleaners,  strippers,  solvents,  flammable  and  combustible 
liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints  (157  ARW  2013c). 
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The  are  16  ASTs  that  are  currently  on  the  installation  that  are  used  to  store  heating  oil,  diesel,  jet 
fuel,  motor  gasoline,  and  high  expansion  foam.  The  majority  of  USTs  currently  at  the 
installation  are  used  as  overflow  storage  tanks  in  conjunction  with  various  OWSs.  There  is  one 
registered  4,000-gallon  UST  adjacent  to  Building  168  in  the  Bulk  Fuels  Storage  Area  (157  ARW 
2005). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  157  ARW  installation  in  201 1.  ACM 
identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  Buildings/Hangars  149,  151, 
152,  153,  241,  247,  251,  252,  254,  and  262  (157  ARW  2005,  2011a). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  157  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation  (157  ARW  2005). 

PCB-containing  transformers  were  removed  from  the  subject  property  in  1993.  With  the 
exception  of  occasionally  encountering  a  PCB  ballast,  there  are  no  known  sources  of  PCBs  at  the 
subject  property  (157  ARW  2005). 

3. 3. 9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  157  ARW  Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and  Countermeasure  Plan  contains  the  governing 
regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and  responding  to 
releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (157  ARW  2012b).  The 
157  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling  and  managing 
hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed.  In  addition,  it 
includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  pertaining  to 
hazardous  waste  (157  ARW  2012a). 

The  157  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Small  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  by  the  USEPA  and 
maintains  USEPA  Identification  Number  NH8572824847.  The  157  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Pull 
Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  per  New  Hampshire  regulations.  Pull  Quantity 
Generators  are  defined  as  those  entities  generating  greater  than  or  equal  to  100  kilograms  of 
hazardous  waste  a  month.  Although  facilities  that  generate  this  amount  (but  no  more  than  2,200 
pounds)  of  hazardous  waste  are  considered  a  small  quantity  generator  by  the  USEPA,  the  157 
ARW  follows  the  more  stringent  Pull  Quantity  Generator  requirements  of  New  Hampshire.  A 
hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where  the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  A  SAP  is 
an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially  accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the 
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control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous  wastes  initially  aeeumulated  at  a  SAP  are  aeeumulated 
in  appropriate  eontainers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.  There  are  29  SAPs 
(where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated)  identified  at  the  installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  145, 
146,  149,  157,  243,  244,  245,  168,  249,  251,  253,  254,  and  256.  The  installation  CAP  consists  of 
two  outdoor  hazmat  storage  sheds  and  a  small  portion  of  Hangar  253  (157  ARW  2013o). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
eontaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Fourteen 
OWSs  are  loeated  on  the  157  ARW  installation.  These  OWSs  primarily  reeeive  diseharge  from 
floor  drains  in  maintenanee  areas.  One  3,000-gallon  eonerete  OWS  for  Building  249  failed  in 
the  1980s  and  eontaminated  the  soil  and  groundwater.  It  was  replaeed  in  1992  with  a  new  1,000- 
gallon  eonerete  OWS.  This  resulted  in  the  institution  of  a  ground  water  management  zone  to 
monitor  the  petroleum  eontaminants  (see  Seetion  3.3.4,  Soils  and  Water)  (157  ARW  2005). 

3. 3. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  two  closed  ERP  sites  at  the  157  ARW  installation.  Table  3. 3. 9-1  provides  details  for 
eaeh  of  these  sites  and  Figure  3. 3. 9-1  shows  the  loeations. 


Table  3,3, 9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  157  ARW  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

31 

Waste  Solvent  Tank  loeated  at  Building  244,  former  aireraft  maintenanee  and 
repair  building.  Degreasing  operations  generated  waste  solvents,  primarily 
triehloroethene.  Triehloroethene  was  held  in  a  1,200-gallon  UST  adjaeent  to 
Building  244.  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  eonfirmed  that  the  UST  had  leaked. 

Closed 

44 

This  site  was  a  Paint  Can  Disposal  Area  and  was  a  eommon  loeation  for  burial 
waste  floeeulent  generated  at  the  industrial  waste  treatment  plant.  Soil  and 
groundwater  sampling  eondueted  showed  that  eontaminant  eoneentrations  did  not 
exeeed  aetion  levels. 

Closed 

Note:  UST  =  underground  storage  tank 
Source-.  157  ARW  2005. 
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3,3,10  Socioeconomics 

3.3.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 

Pease  ANGS  is  located  in  Portsmouth  and  Newington,  New  Hampshire,  in  Rockingham  County. 
Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  New  Hampshire,  Rockingham  County, 
Town  of  Newington,  and  Portsmouth  are  provided  in  Table  3.3.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010, 
Rockingham  County’s  population  increased  by  49,378,  an  increase  of  approximately  20  percent 
(USCB  1990c,  2000c,  2010d). 


Table  3,3,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pease  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

New  Hampshire 

1,109,252 

1,235,786 

1,316,470 

Roekingham  County 

245,845 

277,359 

295,223 

Town  of  Newington 

990 

775 

753 

Portsmouth 

25,925 

20,784 

20,779 

Source'.  Town  of  Newington  2009;  USCB  1990c,  2000c,  2010d. 


The  157  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,382,  including  539  full-time 
and  843  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-18). 

Employment  and  Earnings 

Table  3.3.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  New  Hampshire,  Rockingham 
County,  Town  of  Newington,  and  Portsmouth.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates,  there 
were  171,749  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  161,577  employed  within 
Rockingham  County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  6  percent.  Top 
employment  industries  in  Rockingham  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care 
and  social  assistance;  2)  retail;  and  3)  manufacturing  (USCB  201  Id).  Principal  employers  in  the 
region  include  Portsmouth  Naval  Shipyard,  UA  Local  788  Marine  Pipefitter,  Portsmouth 
Regional  Hospital,  and  Liberty  Mutual  Insurance  (InfoGroup  2013,  157  ARW  2008a). 


Table  3,3,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pease  ANGS 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (%) 

New  Hampshire 

743,342 

696,674 

46,668 

6.3 

Roekingham  County 

171,749 

161,577 

10,172 

5.9 

Town  of  Newington 

416 

414 

2 

0.5 

Portsmouth 

13,222 

12,625 

597 

4.5 

Note'.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 
Source-.  USCB  201  Id. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Pease  ANGS 


3-81 


Final  -  June  2014 


3.3.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  53,702  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Rockingham  County  (USCB  201  Id). 

3.3.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Rockingham  County  was  126,709,  with  a  vacancy  rate 
of  approximately  9  percent  (USCB  2010d). 

3,3,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.3.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.3.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low- income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
New  Hampshire,  as  well  as  the  eounty  and  towns  within  the  vieinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP. 
Approximately  4  percent  of  the  population  of  Rockingham  County  is  composed  of  minorities 
(i.e.,  an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared  to 
approximately  6  pereent  for  the  state  of  New  Hampshire.  The  pereentage  of  population  living 
below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  New  Hampshire  (approximately  8  percent)  is  higher  than 
Rockingham  County  (approximately  5  percent)  (USCB  2010d). 


Table  3,3,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pease  ANGS^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

New  Hampshire 

1,316,470 

80,420 

6.1 

105,318 

8.0 

287,234 

21.8 

Rockingham 

County 

295,223 

13,257 

4.4 

14,466 

4.9 

67,438 

22.8 

Town  of 

Newington 

753 

28 

3.7 

28 

3.7 

130 

17.3 

Portsmouth 

20,779 

1,762 

8.5 

1,870 

9.0 

3,459 

16.6 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the  2010 

census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-201 1  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals 
under  15  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  2010d,  201  id. 


The  65  dB  DNL  contour  does  not  extend  off  the  airport  property;  therefore,  currently  there  are 
no  populations,  including  minority  or  low-income  populations,  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP 
within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 
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3.3.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Rockingham  County  was 
approximately  67,438  (22.8  percent  of  the  population)  (Table  3.3.11-1).  The  state  of  New 
Hampshire  has  a  slightly  lower  percentage  population  of  children  compared  to  the  counties  (21.8 
percent).  There  are  no  on-installation  housing  or  facilities  for  children  located  at  the  157  ARW 
installation.  Currently  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off-installation  schools  that 
are  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 
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3,4  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Pittsburgh  ANGS,  home  of  171  ARW  of  the  PA  ANG,  is  loeated  approximately  12  miles 
northwest  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  in  Allegheny  County.  The  171  ARW  installation  is 
situated  on  the  southeastern  side  of  the  Pittsburgh  lAP,  an  international  airport  owned  and 
operated  by  the  ACAA. 

3.4.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impaets  in  the  vieinity  of  a  military  installation  loeated  within  a  eommereial 
airport  with  a  published  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for 
use  of  the  FAA’s  INM  to  generate  DNL  noise  eontours.  The  ACAA  under  the  FAA  uses  the 
INM  eomputer  model  for  generating  noise  eontours  and  for  Pittsburgh  lAP,  the  FAA’s  INM  was 
used.  For  more  detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods  see  Appendix  A,  Seetion 
A.  1.2. 

3. 4. 1.1  Baseline  Operations 

This  seetion  deseribes  the  baseline  eonditions  as  approved  by  the  ACAA.  In  2006,  the  ACAA 
eompleted  Noise  Exposure  Maps  Update  as  part  of  the  FAA’s  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility 
Program  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  based  on  operational  data  from  a  12-month  period  ending  February 
2005.  The  study  used  the  standard  FAA  INM  program  to  establish  noise  eontours  based  on  those 
operations  and  is  the  FAA  approved  and  publie  doeument  for  the  noise  eompatibility  program 
eurrently  in  effeet  for  the  airport. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  March  2013  (FAA  2013,  171  ARW  2013a), 
approximately  139,217  total  aircraft  operations  occurred  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  during  2012;  of  those, 
the  171  ARW  flew  a  total  of  6,943  airfield  operations  with  approximately  7  percent  at  night 
(approximately  5  percent  of  total  operations  at  the  airfield).  These  numbers  were  validated  by 
the  171  ARW  and  Pittsburgh  ATADs  (FAA  tower)  report  and  are  used  as  the  basis  for 
determination  of  KC-46A  airfield  operations  for  the  Proposed  Action  (FAA  2013,  171  ARW 
2013a). 

The  current  FAR  Part  150  data  identified  321,436  total  aircraft  operations  that  occurred  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  during  the  12-month  period  ending  March  2006.  Per  the  request  of  the  ACAA, 
the  current  approved  and  published  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  for 
Pittsburgh  lAP  is  used  as  the  baseline  for  this  analysis  (Belotti  2013).  The  baseline  aircraft 
operations  at  the  airport  used  for  this  analysis  differs  from  the  current  2012  aircraft  operations 
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due  to  changes  to  airfield  use  by  U.S.  Air  which  no  longer  uses  Pittsburgh  lAP  as  a  major 
commercial  airline  hub. 

Table  3.4. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of  aircraft  operations  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  based  on 
information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying  organizations,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel.  An 
aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft  departs  from  the  runway  and  each  time  they 
approach  the  runway.  The  majority  of  aircraft  traffic  includes  air  cargo,  commercial  regional  jets 
(air  taxi),  and  larger  commercial  aircraft  and  other  based  military  aircraft,  along  with  based  ANG 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  are  also  a  number  of  general  aviation  jet  and  non-jet  and  corporate 
aircraft  based  at  the  airfield.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at  an  airfield  varies 
from  day  to  day,  for  Pittsburgh  lAP,  operations  are  calculated  for  an  AAD,  meaning  that  yearly 
operations  are  averaged  across  all  365  days  of  the  year.  Table  3.4. 1-1  reflects  a  total  of 
approximately  881  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (321,436  divided  by  365  days). 
Approximately  9  percent  of  the  total  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  occur  during  environmental 
night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00  a.m.). 


Table  3,4,1-1,  Current  Pittsburgh  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  FAR  Part  150^ 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Total^ 

KC-135 

6,530 

0 

6,530 

0 

13,060 

0 

13,060 

Other  Aircraft'^ 

140,683 

13,505 

140,683 

13,505 

281,366 

27,010 

308,376 

Total 

147,213 

13,505 

147,213 

13,505 

294,426 

27,010 

321,436 

Notes:  1.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 

2.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

3.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

4.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
Boeing  747,  717,  and  the  Airbus  321. 

Source:  ACAA  2006. 

Based  on  the  published  FAR  Part  150  Study  (2006),  the  171  ARW  KC-135  aircraft  flew  a  total 
of  13,060  annual  airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  36  airfield  operations  a  day.  No  KC-135 
operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  occur  during  environmental  night  in  the  baseline  data. 
Approximately  4  percent  of  total  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  are  accomplished  by  the  171  ARW 
KC-135  aircraft  (ACAA  2006). 

3 .4. 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Pittsburgh  lAP  aircraft  use  VFR  departures,  published  Standard  Instrument  Departures,  straight 
in  approaches,  overhead  approaches,  IFR  or  radar  closed  patterns,  and  VFR  closed  patterns  along 
with  re-entry  VFR  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns  for  general  aviation  and  military  training 
flights  and  local  arrival  and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed 
pattern  flight  tracks  are  found  in  the  Appendix  C,  Noise. 
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3.4. 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  are  shown  in  Figure 
3.4. 1-1.  The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  Pittsburgh  lAP  property  is  shown  in 
Table  3.4. 1-2.  Approximately  3,138  acres  are  exposed  to  DNE  greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB. 
Detailed  information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be 
found  in  Section  3.4.7,  Land  Use. 


Table  3,4,l-2,  Acres  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On  Airport 
(acres) 

Off  Airport 
(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

1,331.5 

128.6 

1,460.1 

70-75 

850.7 

0 

850.7 

75-80 

468.6 

0 

468.6 

80-85 

151.5 

0 

151.5 

Greater  than  85 

207.5 

0 

207.5 

Total 

3,009.8 

128.6 

3,138.4 

Notes:  dB  =  decibel 


Potential  Hearing  Loss 


As  shown  in  Table  3.4. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  that  falls  within  the  80+ 
dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  currently  associated  with  these 
areas. 

3 .4. 1 .4  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Procedures 

Pittsburgh  lAP  has  no  published  restrictions  on  flying  activities  but  has  instituted  noise 
abatement  procedures  that  are  incorporated  directly  into  their  Air  Traffic  Control  Operating 
Procedures.  Procedures  include  departing  aircraft  to  maintain  runway  heading  to  1,700  feet 
above  mean  sea  level  (AMSL)  and  follow  Departure  Control  (SkyVector  2013b). 

3 .4. 1 .5  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Currently,  Pittsburgh  lAP  procedures  for  registering  and  logging  noise  complaints  are  through 
the  Airport  Operation’s  staff,  who  receive  calls  on  a  24-hour  basis.  Calls  requiring  investigation 
and/or  follow  up  to  assure  compliance  with  the  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Program  are  submitted  to 
the  Manager  of  Planning  Services.  During  2012,  the  airport  reported  a  total  of  274  complaints, 
259  from  three  specific  individuals  and  15  from  others.  Any  noise  complaints  resulting  from  the 
171  ARW  are  routed  through  171  ARW  operations  for  resolution.  The  number  of  noise 
complaints  is  not  considered  significant  due  to  the  large  airport  property  and  lack  of  urban 
encroachment  (Belotti  2013). 
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3,4,2  Air  Quality 

3.4.2. 1  Regulatory  Setting 

In  addition  to  criteria  pollutants,  the  USEPA  has  defined  187  substances  as  HAPs.  HAPS  are 
substances  that  have  been  determined  to  present  some  level  of  acute  or  chronic  health  risk 
(cancer  or  non-cancer)  to  the  general  public.  These  pollutants  may  be  emitted  in  trace  amounts 
from  various  types  of  sources,  including  combustion  sources.  HAPs  are  regulated  for  specific 
source  categories  under  the  USEPA’s  National  Emission  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 
regulations. 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  Pennsylvania  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (PADEP)  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the 
regulation  of  air  quality  within  the  state  of  Pennsylvania.  The  state  of  Pennsylvania  regulates  air 
quality  through  the  Pennsylvania  Code  Title  25,  Article  III,  Chapters  12 1  through  145.  Within 
Allegheny  County,  air  quality  is  regulated  by  the  Allegheny  County  Health  Department  Division 
of  Air  Quality  through  Article  XXI  Air  Quality  Regulations.  The  state  of  Pennsylvania  has 
adopted  the  NAAQS,  and  has  adopted  additional  standards  regulating  beryllium,  fluorides, 
hydrogen  sulfide,  and  settled  particulate  matter.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  not 
contribute  to  emissions  of  these  pollutants,  they  are  not  considered  further  in  this  EIS.  The 
NAAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 4.2-1. 

Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  in 
Allegheny  County.  The  USEPA  has  classified  Allegheny  County  as  a  moderate  nonattainment 
area  for  the  1997  8-hour  O3  NAAQS,  and  is  classified  as  a  marginal  nonattainment  area  for  the 
2008  8-hour  O3  NAAQS.  Allegheny  County  is  also  a  nonattainment  area  for  PM2.5.  Pittsburgh 
is  also  designated  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  CO,  but  this  designation  applies  only  in  high  traffic 
areas  in  the  central  business  district  of  the  city.  The  region  is  designated  attainment/unclassified 
area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  Alternative  #4  is  therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the 
nonattainment  classification  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  for  O3  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is  100  tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission 
threshold  for  PM2.5  emissions  is  also  100  tpy. 
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Table  3,4,2-l,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/mb 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(lOmg/m^) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 

The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 

3.4. 2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

Pittsburgh  is  located  in  the  southwestern  corner  of  Pennsylvania,  at  the  foothills  of  the  Allegheny 
Mountains,  where  the  Allegheny  and  Monongahela  Rivers  join  to  form  the  Ohio.  The  city’s 
humid  climate  is  modified  slightly  by  its  relative  proximity  to  the  Atlantic  Seaboard  and  the 
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Great  Lakes.  The  Pittsburgh  area  experiences  extremes  of  all  four  seasons.  Precipitation  is 
distributed  throughout  the  year,  with  much  of  the  precipitation  occurring  as  snow  during  the 
winter  months  (Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013c). 


January  is  the  coldest  month,  with  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  lO.O^F.  July  is  the 
hottest  month,  with  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  82.7°F.  The  average  annual 
temperature  is  50.3°F.  The  average  annual  precipitation  in  Pittsburgh  is  36.9  inches  (Northeast 
Regional  Climate  Center  2013c). 


The  average  wind  speed  in  the  Pittsburgh  area  is  9  miles  per  hour.  Winds  are  generally  westerly 
to  southwesterly  during  the  year  (Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013c). 

3.4. 2. 3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  171  ARW  of  the  PA  ANG  is  based  on  the  southwestern  side  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  in  Allegheny 
County,  Pennsylvania.  The  surrounding  area  includes  a  mix  of  uses,  including  residential 
development,  commercial  development,  and  open  space. 


The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Allegheny 
County.  Table  3. 4. 2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary  and  mobile)  of  criteria 
pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 


Table  3,4,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  | 

Stationary  Sources 

21,006 

4,790 

17,467 

43,185 

6,387 

5,411 

Area- Wide  Source 

1,196 

20,270 

165 

29 

11,969 

1,613 

Mobile  Sources 

141,851 

13,231 

24,496 

351 

1,203 

1,038 

Total 

164,053 

38,291 

42,128 

43,565 

19,559 

8,062 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  match  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3.4. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  171  ARW  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3. 4.2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  stations  to  Pittsburgh  lAP  include  three 
monitoring  stations  in  Pittsburgh  itself. 
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As  shown  in  Table  3.4. 2-3,  the  area  has  experieneed  several  O3  exeeedanees  during  the  reeent 
5-year  period.  The  Pittsburgh  area  also  experienced  exceedances  of  the  24-hour  PM2.5  standard. 
The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not  experience  violations  of  other  NAAQS. 


Table  3,4,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  Pittsburgh  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.08 

0.071 

0.084 

0.086 

0.086 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

1 

0 

2 

3 

8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

39.7 

33.3 

41.5 

32.1 

23.1 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  pg/m^) 

3 

0 

3 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

12.9 

11.6 

12.2 

11.1 

10.1 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

58 

53 

58 

55 

54 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

1.8 

1.9 

1.8 

1.9 

4.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

1.3 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

2.5 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

iNitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.086 

0.059 

0.066 

0.069 

0.047 

98"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.066 

0.049 

0.051 

0.058 

0.043 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ISulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.106 

0.087 

0.057 

0.037 

0.034 

99"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.062 

0.061 

0.035 

0.023 

0.022 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)’ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.019 

0.020 

0.021 

0.013 

0.010 

Notes:  l.The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  2010. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source-.  USEPA2013a. 

3.4. 2. 5  171®‘  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  171  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  16  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  171  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

Emissions  for  the  171  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2011  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(171  ARW  2013b).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  171  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Federal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
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thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  50  tpy  for  VOCs,  100  tpy  for  all  other 
criteria  pollutants,  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any  combination  of  HAPs. 

The  171  ARW  does  not  currently  hold  a  Title  V  Operating  Permit,  but  operates  under  a  Minor 
Source  Operating  Permit  (No.  0287)  issued  by  the  Allegheny  County  Health  Department.  The 
2011  Air  Emissions  Inventory  demonstrates  that  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from 
stationary  sources  are  below  the  major  source  thresholds. 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  171  ARW  include  emissions  from  combustion  sources, 
chemical  use,  and  small  arms  fire.  Mobile  source  emissions  include  emissions  from  aircraft 
operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle  operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft 
operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the  aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim 
checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  171  ARW  installation  considered  all  based 
and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all  flight  activities  below  the 
default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also  include  stationary  sources,  and 
emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing  personnel  and  dependents. 
These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources,  account  for  the  majority  of 
the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #4,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-19,  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate 
aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of  the 
methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions  for 
the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in 
Table  3. 4.2-4. 


Table  3,4,2-4,  171  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

3.42 

50.69 

67.79 

6.14 

0.33 

0.33 

17,082 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2,395 

Engine  Testing 

0.11 

1.67 

0.46 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

198 

POVs 

4.27 

65.56 

3.37 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

2,270 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

7.81 

117.93 

71.72 

6.26 

0.48 

0.40 

21,946 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  match  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 
Source-.  171  ARW  2013b. 
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3.4,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
Pittsburgh  lAP. 

3.4.3. 1  Ground  Safety 

Fire/ Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenance  activities  conducted  by  the  171  ARW  are  performed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Technical  Orders,  and 
standards  prescribed  by  AFOSH  requirements.  Under  previous  NEPA  analysis  (171  ARW 
2012a),  the  171  ARW  plans  to  move  the  Fire/Crash  Rescue  Station  to  Building  304.  The 
Fire/Crash  Rescue  Station  currently  provides  fire,  crash,  rescue,  and  structural  fire  protection  for 
the  installation  and  its  aircraft.  The  171  ARW  also  has  arrangements  with  the  Allegheny  County 
Fire  Department;  Ohio  Valley  Fire  Defense  Mutual  Aid  Association;  and  the  PADEP  Emergency 
Response  Team,  Greater  Pittsburgh  area  for  mutual  aid  in  fire  protection,  first  responder  and 
lifesaving  services,  and  hazardous  materials  incident  response  (171  ARW  2009). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrictions  associated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preclude  incompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas.  The  city  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  utilizes  the 
EAA’s  airport  land  use  compatibility  guidelines,  and  as  such,  the  RPZs  have  allowed 
development  to  be  compatible  with  airport  operations.  Details  of  development  and  land  use  in 
the  Pittsburgh  lAP  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.4.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  171  ARW  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performance  of  their  mission.  The 
existing  munitions  storage  capabilities  on  Pittsburgh  ANGS  meet  the  requirement  for  small  arms 
deployment/training  ammunition  and  other  munitions  required  by  the  171  ARW.  Three 
munitions  storage  areas  (Buildings  515,  516,  and  517)  have  quantity-distance  (QD)  safety  zones 
(171  ARW  2012a). 
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Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  117  ARW  military  facilities  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  were  constructed  before  AT/FP 
considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current  conditions,  many  facilities  do  not 
comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new  construction  occurs  and  as  facilities 
are  modified,  the  PA  ANG  would  incorporate  these  standards  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable. 

3. 4. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Pittsburgh  ANGS  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules.  Specific 
safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be  followed  by  all 
aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFl  11-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations,  C/KC-135 
Operations  Procedures,  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close  proximity 
during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency  separation 
procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (all  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight  hours  (AFSEC  2012).  The  171  ARW  recently  completed  their 
53'^‘*  consecutive  year  and  nearly  230,000  flying  hours  without  a  Class-A  mishap  (Pittsburgh 
ANGS  2013). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Flazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  all  reported  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes, 
with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  171  ARW  has  an  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and  assistance  is 
freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  staff,  and  the  local  air  traffic  controllers. 
Most  strikes  occur  in  August  and  September  with  small  birds  such  as  blackbirds,  swallows,  or 
larks.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  Pittsburgh  lAP  area  are  rare  and 
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have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  2013).  The  171  ARW  has  recorded 
69  minor  BASH  incidents  in  the  airfield  area  from  2005  to  2012,  with  an  average  of  fewer  than 
nine  bird  strikes  per  year  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  2013). 

Fuel  Jettison 

For  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Airbases  must  establish  jettison  areas  and 
procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at 
altitudes  above  20,000  feet  AGL,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas, 
agricultural  regions,  and  water  supply  sources.  APIs  cover  the  fuel  jettison  procedures,  and  local 
operating  policies  define  specific  fuel  ejection  areas  for  each  base.  In  accordance  with  the  AFI, 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  has  established  local  procedures  for  gross  weight  adjustments  but  fuel 
jettisoning  is  an  emergency  procedure  only  and  is  not  practiced  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  2013). 

3,4,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.4.4.1  Soils 

This  area  of  Pennsylvania  is  within  the  Appalachian  Highlands  on  a  dissected  plateau  that  is 
underlain  by  sedimentary  rocks.  There  are  narrow,  level  valleys  and  narrow,  sloping  ridgetops 
separated  by  long,  steep  to  very  steep  side  slopes  (USD A  2006).  The  171  ARW  installation  is 
surrounded  by  steep  slopes  that  can  exceed  25  percent  in  some  areas.  The  developed  areas 
within  the  installation  consist  of  a  graded  hilltop  leveled  to  accommodate  aircraft  facilities  and  a 
series  of  terraces  to  maximize  buildable  land.  Relief  ranges  from  135  to  140  feet  MSL  (171 
ARW  2012a). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania  identifies  the  following  eight 
individual  soil  types  at  the  installation: 

Atkins  silt  loam:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  floodplains  from  recent  alluvium  derived  from 
sandstone  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited 
due  to  high  flooding  potential  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  5 
percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Ernest  silt  loam,  2  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  hillslopes  from  colluvium 
derived  from  shale  and  siltstone.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered 
somewhat  limited  due  to  steep  slopes  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is 
designated  as  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  (NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  3  percent  of 
the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment  3-95 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Gilpin-Upshur  complex,  very  steep:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  hillslopes  from  residuum 
weathered  from  sandstone,  siltstone,  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is 
eonsidered  very  limited  due  to  steep  slope  and  depth  to  hard  bedrock  (NRCS  2013c). 
Approximately  10  pereent  of  the  installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil  type. 

Gilpin  silt  loam:  This  soil  is  typieally  found  on  hills  from  residuum  weathered  from  sandstone, 
siltstone,  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited 
due  to  steep  slope  and  depth  to  hard  bedroek  (NRCS  2013o).  Approximately  3  percent  of  the 
installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Gilpin,  Weikert,  and  Culleoka  shaly  silt  loams,  very  steep:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on 
hillslopes  from  residuum  weathered  from  sandstone,  siltstone,  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for 
building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited  due  to  steep  slope  and  depth  to  hard 
bedrock  (NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  3  percent  of  the  installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil 
type. 

Urban  land-Culleoka  complex,  gently  sloping  and  moderately  steep:  This  soil  consists  of 
strongly  intermingled  Urban  land  and  Culleoka  soil.  Urban  land  eonsists  of  soil  from  eut/fill 
sites  used  for  buildings,  paved  roads,  parking  lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The 
rating  elass  for  building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type  (NRCS  2013c). 
Approximately  56  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Wharton  silt  loam:  This  soil  is  typieally  found  on  hills  from  residuum  weathered  from  siltstone 
and  shale.  The  rating  elass  for  building  site  development  is  considered  somewhat  limited  to  very 
limited  due  to  shrink-well  potential,  slope,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type 
is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland  or  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  depending  upon  slope 
(NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  21  pereent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

3.4. 4.2  Surface  Water 

Surfaee  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  171  ARW  installation  include  McClarens  Run  to 
the  southwest,  a  tributary  of  Montour  Run,  that  ultimately  discharges  into  the  Ohio  River. 
Surface  water  within  the  installation  primarily  consists  of  a  series  of  man-made  ditehes,  storm 
sewers,  and  drainage  swales  (Figure  3. 4.4-1).  Drainage  of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by 
overland  flow  to  storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  connected  by  a  network  of  underground  pipes  (171 
ARW  2010a). 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
3-96  Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


VO  2 

oc 

8 

CN 

t3  v: 

Z 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Pittsburgh  ANGS 


3-97 


Final  -  June  2014 


There  are  15  stormwater  outfalls  on  the  171  ARW  installation,  ineluding  an  OWS  outfall.  Nine 
drainage  basins  receive  runoff  from  industrial  areas  on  the  installation:  SDO-001,  -002, 
-003,  -004,  -006,  -007,  -010,  -014,  and  -015.  All  outfalls  ultimately  discharge  to  McClarens 
Run.  The  nine  outfalls  associated  with  industrial  activity  are  regulated  under  the  Pennsylvania 
General  Permit  for  Discharges  of  Stormwater  Associated  with  Industrial  Activity  (PA-R806184). 
The  permit  is  administered  by  the  PA  DEP  under  the  auspice  of  the  USEPA  (171  ARW  2010a). 

3. 4. 4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  part  of  the  Appalachian  Plateaus  aquifers.  The  principal  coal-bearing 
formations  are  Pennsylvanian  in  age  and  consist  of  sequences  of  sandstone,  shale,  conglomerate, 
clay,  coal,  and  minor  limestone.  The  sandstones  are  the  most  productive  aquifers,  although  coal 
beds  and  limestones  also  yield  water  (USGS  1995c).  Historical  large-scale  coal  mining  has  led 
to  pollution  issues  in  both  groundwater  and  surface  water  in  many  areas  by  sulfur  and  iron 
exposure  (PADEP  2004). 

Based  on  topography  of  the  installation,  the  direction  of  regional  groundwater  flow  is  to  the 
southwest,  toward  McClarens  Run.  Site-specific  groundwater  flow  may  fluctuate  based  on  local 
geology,  local  well  use,  and  seasonal  variations  (Department  of  Military  and  Veterans  Affairs 
2007).  The  major  source  of  groundwater  near  the  installation  is  alluvial  deposits  in  floodplains, 
particularly  along  the  Allegheny  and  Ohio  rivers  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3. 4. 4.4  Eloodplains 

Per  the  EEMA  Elood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania,  Panel  302  (Map 
Number  42003C0302E,  Effective  October  4,  1995),  the  171  ARW  installation  is  located  within 
an  area  designated  as  Zone  X.  The  designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside  the 
0.2  percent  annual  chance  flood  (500  year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding  (EEMA 
1995). 

3,4.5  Biological  Resources 

3.4.5. 1  Vegetation 

The  Pittsburgh  lAP  occurs  within  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest  (Oceanic)  Province.  Vegetation 
in  this  region  typically  is  characterized  by  a  winter  deciduous  forest  dominated  by  tall  broadleaf 
trees  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority  of  the  171  ARW  installation  is  developed  or  actively 
landscaped,  with  approximately  15  percent  containing  natural  vegetation.  Natural  vegetation  is 
comprised  of  fragmented  stands  of  deciduous  forest  along  the  southwest  portion  of  the 
installation  which  consist  of  primarily  sugar  maple  {Acer  saccharum),  black  cherry  {Prunus 
serotina),  American  elm  {Ulmus  americana),  shagbark  hickory  {Carya  ovata),  and  box  elder 
{Acer  negundo).  In  addition,  small  areas  of  shrublands  occur  along  the  edge  of  the  forest  stands 
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and  are  comprised  of  species  such  as  blackberry  (Rubus  spp.),  red-panicle  dogwood  (Cornus 
racemosa),  and  multiflora  rose  {Rosa  multiflora)  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3. 4.5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  lack  of  substantial  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human 
activities  at  and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of 
wildlife  present  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  and  the  171  ARW  installation  consists  of  species 
that  are  highly  adapted  to  developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  within  the 
Atlantic  Flyway,  one  of  four  major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority 
of  the  bird  species  found  within  Pittsburgh  lAP  or  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  MBTA. 
Common  bird  species  found  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  include  Ring-Billed  Gull  {Larus 
delawarensis),  Canada  Goose  (Branta  canadensis),  American  Crow  {Corvus  brachyrhynchos), 
European  Starling  {Sternus  vulgaris),  Killdeer  {Charadrius  wilsonia)  and  Mourning  Dove 
{Zenaida  macroura).  Other  common  wildlife  species  include  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus 
virginianus),  red  fox  (Vulpes  vulpes).  Eastern  gray  squirrel  (Sciurus  carolinensis),  opossum 
{Didelphis  marsupialis),  eastern  cottontail  (Sylvilagus  floridanus),  raccoon  (Procyon  lotor),  and 
woodchuck  {Marmota  monax)  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3. 4. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  or  candidate  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  airport  or  on  the  171 
ARW  installation.  The  potential  for  several  federally  listed  species  that  have  been  observed  in 
Allegheny  County  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  exists;  however,  there  is  little  to  no 
habitat  for  these  species  within  the  airport  or  the  installation  (171  ARW  2012a).  Several  state 
listed  species  have  been  observed  within  Allegheny  County  and  have  the  potential  to  occur  on  or 
within  the  vicinity  of  the  installation;  however,  only  one  of  these  have  been  observed  on  the 
installation  (Torrey’s  Rush).  Torrey’s  Rush  {Juncus  torrei),  a  Pennsylvania  threatened  plant 
species,  has  been  identified  on  the  installation,  in  the  area  of  the  mitigation  wetlands  (see 
Wetland  Section  below).  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E.  There  is  no  critical 
habitat  located  on  the  installation. 

3. 4. 5. 4  Wetlands 

One  palustrine  emergent/scrub-shrub  wetland  occurs  on  the  installation  between  the  east  and 
west  aircraft  parking  aprons.  This  wetland  was  constructed  as  mitigation  for  the  wetlands  that 
were  impacted  during  the  construction  of  the  east  aircraft  parking  apron  in  the  1990s.  This 
wetland  is  associated  with  headwaters  of  two  unnamed  tributaries  to  McClaren’s  Run  and  are 
most  likely  jurisdictional  wetlands  (Eigure  3. 4.4-1)  (171  ARW  2012a). 
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3.4.6  Cultural  Resources 

3.4.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

A  majority  of  the  171  ARW  installation  is  developed  with  buildings  and  pavement. 
Approximately  1.2  aeres  in  the  southeast  portion  of  the  installation  was  determined  to  be 
relatively  undisturbed.  This  area  was  intensively  surveyed  for  cultural  resources  in  2011.  No 
NRHP-eligible  resources  were  located  (171  ARW  2012b,  McLearen  2011).  The  Pennsylvania 
SHPO  concurred  with  these  findings  (see  McLearen  2011  in  Appendix  B4). 

3.4. 6.2  Arehiteetural  Resourees 

All  25  arehiteetural  resources  at  the  171  ARW  installation  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  era 
or  eonstrueted  before  1990  were  inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  (171  ARW 
2012b).  None  of  the  buildings  were  recommended  as  eligible  to  the  NRHP. 

3.4. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  171  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  five  federally- 
reeognized  Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have 
been  identified;  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York,  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York,  Seneea  Nation  of 
Indians,  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneea  Indians  of  New  York,  and  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York. 

3.4.7  Land  Use 

The  171  ARW  is  loeated  at  Pittsburgh  lAP,  in  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania.  Two  townships 
are  immediately  adjaeent  to  the  airport:  Moon  Township  is  north  and  east  of  the  Airport,  and 
Findlay  Township  is  west  and  south  of  the  airport.  Independence  Township  (Beaver  County), 
North  Fayette  Township,  Robinson  Township,  and  Coraopolis  Township  are  located  to  the  west, 
south,  southeast,  and  northeast  of  the  airport,  respeetively.  Land  uses  surrounding  the  airport 
include  a  mixture  of  suburban  and  rural  land  uses  including  Recreation/Conservation, 
Commercial,  Industrial,  and  Undeveloped  (Allegheny  County  2008).  No  houses,  ehurches, 
schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  reeeptors  are  loeated  within  areas  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than 
70  dB  off- airport. 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  eompatible  land  use  planning  and  provides  for 
proteetion  of  the  areas  surrounding  Pittsburg  lAP.  Zoning  codes  define  and  establish  airport 
hazard  zones  height  limitations  and  land  use  restrictions  within  these  zones.  This  zoning  protects 
RPZs,  details  of  which  can  be  found  in  the  Safety  section  of  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3. 

Pittsburgh  lAP  exposes  128.6  aeres,  off-airport,  to  noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNL. 
Figure  3. 4. 7-1  shows  an  overlay  of  the  baseline  noise  contours  onto  a  map  displaying  the 
existing  land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield. 
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3,4,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.4.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Currently,  Findlay  Township  Water  Authority  is  acting  as  a  back-up  source  for  potable  water  for 
the  171  ARW  installation  due  to  a  break  in  the  line  from  the  Moon  Township  Water  Authority, 
which  is  typically  the  primary  source  of  potable  water  for  the  installation.  A  new  waterline  from 
Moon  Township  is  in  the  process  of  design  for  construction.  Findlay  Township  buys  water  from 
Moon  Township,  Robinson  Township,  and  other  sources  (Tower  2013a).  Potable  water  in  the 
area  is  supplied  primarily  from  four  regional  groundwater  aquifer  wells.  Moon  Township  pumps 
approximately  1.18  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  customers  (Moon  Township  no  date). 
The  groundwater  supply  is  supplemented  with  treated  surface  water  from  the  Ohio  River.  In  FY 
2012,  4.7  million  gallons  of  potable  water  were  supplied  to  the  171  ARW  installation  (171  ARW 
2013c). 

3. 4. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  171  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
processes,  including  oil/water  separator  discharge,  wash  rack  discharge,  floor  wash-down, 
latrines,  sinks,  and  showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  171  ARW  installation  is  conveyed 
into  the  municipal  sewage  system,  operated  by  Moon  Township  Municipal  Authority.  The 
Authority’s  Leonard  L.  Nary  Wastewater  Treatment  plant  treats  water  from  Moon,  Findlay, 
North  Fayette,  and  Robinson  Townships,  as  well  as  the  installation.  The  facility  has  a  capacity 
of  a  6.2  million  gallons  per  day  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3.4. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  171  ARW 
SWPPP  (2010),  the  171  ARW  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage  conveyance  system  typified 
by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface  drains,  underground  pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and 
swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see  Section  3.4.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  municipal 
separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely 
collect  and  transport  surface  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the 
installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 

3.4. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  171  ARW  installation  by  Duquesne  Eight  Company  via  three  single 
phase  667  kilovolt  ampere  transformers  and  underground  power  lines.  Natural  gas  is  supplied  by 
UGI  Energy  Services  from  a  single  4-inch  steel  line.  Electricity  consumption  for  EY  2012  at  the 
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171  ARW  installation  was  5,751  megawatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  FY  2012  at  the 
171  ARW  installation  was  26,880  thousand  cubic  feet  (171  ARW  2013c). 

3.4. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  171  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  171  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan/Qualified  Recycling  Program  (171  ARW  2010b)  and  guidelines 
specified  in  AFl  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009).  This  AFl  incorporates,  by  reference,  the 
federal  standard  for  solid  waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CFR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous 
Waste,  and  other  applicable  federal  regulations,  AFls,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  AFl 
32-7042  establishes  the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program 
that  incorporates  the  following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling, 
diversion,  handling,  storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting; 
and  pollution  prevention. 

The  171  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  171  ARW  installation  and  transported 
to  the  Allied  Waste  Imperial  Landfill. 

3.4. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  171  ARW  installation  is  located  approximately  14  miles  northwest  of  downtown  Pittsburgh 
and  is  easily  accessible  from  several  major  highways.  1-79  runs  in  a  north-south  direction 
approximately  4  miles  east  of  the  installation.  1-376/SR  60  runs  in  a  northwest-southeast 
direction  through  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  property  and  provides  direct  access  to  the  airport.  In 
addition,  U.S.  Highway  30,  a  principal  arterial  that  runs  east-west  south  of  the  airport  and  then 
takes  a  turn  to  the  north  running  parallel  to  the  airport  on  the  western  side,  also  provides  regional 
access.  McClaren  Road  exit  off  of  1-376  provides  direct  access  to  the  main  entrance  for  the  171 
ARW  installation. 

3,4.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 .4 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  171  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  and  vehicle  operations 
support  and  maintenance.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  171  ARW  installation 
include  hydraulic  fluid,  waste  oils,  recovered  fuels,  spent  cleaners,  strippers,  solvents,  flammable 
and  combustible  liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints  (171  ARW  2009). 

Nineteen  ASTs  occur  on  the  171  ARW  installation  and  are  used  to  store  diesel,  jet  fuel,  motor 
gasoline,  aqueous  fdm  forming  foam,  potassium  acetate,  developer,  dye  penetrant,  emulsifier. 
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and  rinse  solution.  There  is  one  1,000-gallon  UST  on  the  installation  located  in  the  POL  yard 
used  to  store  reclaimed  JP-8  (171  ARW  2012a). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  171  ARW  installation  in  1991. 
ACMs  identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  Buildings/Hangars  102, 
103,  107,  no,  201,  206,  300,  301/302,  304  (171  ARW  2012a). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation  (171  ARW  2012a). 

The  171  ARW  does  not  maintain,  operate,  or  own  any  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated 
equipment  and  the  subject  property  is  considered  PCB-free  (171  ARW  2008). 

3 .4 . 9 .2  Hazardous  W aste  Management 

The  171  ARW  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan  contains  the 
governing  regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and 
responding  to  releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (171  ARW 
2012c).  The  171  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling 
and  managing  hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed. 
In  addition,  it  includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations 
pertaining  to  hazardous  waste  (171  ARW  2009). 

The  171  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Large  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  and  maintains 
USEPA  Identification  Number  PADI 14942832.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where 
the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  An  SAP  is  an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially 
accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous 
wastes  initially  accumulated  at  a  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being 
transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.  There  are  20  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated) 
identified  at  the  installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  103,  107,  113,  121,  213,  301,  302,  304,  307, 
308,  310,  316,  320,  403,  404,  and  520.  The  installation  CAP  is  located  in  Building  501/502  (171 
ARW  2009,  Tower  2013b). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
contaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Fifteen  OWSs 
are  located  on  the  171  ARW  installation.  These  OWSs  primarily  receive  discharge  from  floor 
drains  in  maintenance  areas  (171  ARW  2012c). 
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3. 4. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  three  closed  ERP  sites  and  two  closed  Areas  of  Concern  (AOCs)  at  the  171  ARW 
installation.  Table  3. 4. 9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  and  Figure  3. 4. 9-1  shows  the 
locations. 


Table  3,4,9-l,  ERP  Sites  within  the  171  ARW  Installation 


ERP/AOC 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

1 

This  site  was  a  waste  oil  tank  where  JP-4  fuel,  hydraulie,  and  engine  oils  were  released 
from  a  UST.  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  performed  at  this  site  did  not  reveal 
eontaminants  of  eoneem  above  PADEP  guidelines. 

Closed 

2 

This  site  was  a  UST  for  a  gasoline  for  a  motor  pool  area.  Soil  and  groundwater 
sampling  perfomied  at  this  site  revealed  gasoline -related  soil  eontamination  at  low 
levels.  Results  from  a  risk  assessment  of  this  area  showed  that  eontaminated  soils  did 
not  pose  a  threat  to  human  life  or  the  environment. 

Closed 

7 

This  site  was  a  POL  storage  area  and  fuel  hydrant  system  for  JP-4  fuel.  Soil  and 
groundwafer  sampling  performed  at  this  site  did  not  reveal  eontaminants  of  eoneem 
above  PADEP  guidelines. 

Closed 

AOC  A 

This  site  is  referred  to  as  the  Cabbage  Pateh  Area  and  was  used  for  dumping  fuels, 
POLs,  and  solvents.  Soil  sampling  results  at  this  loeation  did  not  identify 
eontaminants  in  exeeedanee  of  regulatory  eriteria  or  posing  a  threat  to  human  health  or 
the  environment.  No  further  aetion  was  reeommended. 

Closed 

AOCB 

This  site  is  referred  to  as  the  Embankment  Area  and  was  used  for  dumping  petroleum 
distillate,  tetraehloroethylene,  methyl  ethyl  ketone,  and  other  liquid  wastes.  Soil 
sampling  results  at  this  loeation  did  not  identify  eontaminants  in  exeeedanee  of 
regulatory  eriteria  or  posing  a  threat  to  human  health  or  the  environment.  No  further 
aetion  was  reeommended. 

Closed 

Notes:  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program;  AOC  =  Area  of  Concern;  UST  =  underground  storage  tank;  PADEP  = 


Pennsylvania  Department  of  Environmental  Protection;  POL  =  petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricant 
Source:  171  ARW  2012a. 
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3,4,10  Socioeconomics 

3 .4. 1 0. 1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 


Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  is  located  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania  in  Allegheny  County.  The  airport  ROI  includes  portions  of  Moon  and  Finlay 
Townships.  Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  Allegheny 
County,  and  Findlay  and  Moon  Townships  are  provided  in  Table  3.4.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010, 
Allegheny  County’s  population  decreased  by  113,101,  approximately  9  percent  (USCB  1990d, 
2000d,  2010e). 


Table  3,4,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

Pennsylvania 

11,881,643 

12,281,054 

12,702,379 

Allegheny  County 

1,336,449 

1,281,666 

1,223,348 

Findlay  Township 

4,500 

5,145 

5,060 

Moon  Township 

19,631 

22,290 

24,185 

Source-.  USCB  1990d,  2000d,  2010e. 


The  171  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,306,  including  393  full-time 
and  913  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-24). 


Employment  and  Earnings 


Table  3.4.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  Pennsylvania,  Allegheny 
County,  and  Findlay  and  Moon  Townships.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates,  there 
were  644,951  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  598,554  employed  within  Allegheny 
County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  7  percent.  Top  employment 
industries  in  Allegheny  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social 
assistance;  2)  professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative  and  waste 
management  services;  and  3)  retail  (USCB  201  le).  Principal  employers  include  UPMC 
Presbyterian  Shadyside,  University  of  Pittsburgh,  the  federal  government.  Giant  Eagle  Inc.,  and 
PNC  Bank  NA  (Center  for  Workforce  Information  and  Analysis  2012). 


Table  3,4,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (%) 

Pennsylvania 

6,456,527 

5,947,873 

508,654 

7.9 

Allegheny  County 

644,951 

598,554 

46,397 

7.2 

Findlay  Township 

2,879 

2,598 

281 

9.8 

Moon  Township 

13,199 

12,532 

667 

5.1 

Note'.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 
Source-.  USCB  201  le. 
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3.4.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  179,072  students  were  enrolled  in 
sehools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Allegheny  County  (USCB  201  le). 

3.4.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Allegheny  County  was  589,201,  with  a  vaeaney  rate  of 
approximately  9  pereent  (USCB  2010e). 

3,4,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.4.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.4.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low- income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  as  well  as  the  county  and  townships  within  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP. 
Approximately  19  percent  of  the  population  of  Allegheny  County  is  composed  of  minorities  (i.e., 
an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared  to 
approximately  1 8  percent  for  the  state  of  Pennsylvania.  The  percentage  of  population  living 
below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  (approximately  13  percent)  is  slightly 
higher  than  Allegheny  County  (approximately  12  percent)  (USCB  2010e). 


Table  3,4,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

Pennsylvania 

12,702,379 

2,296,091 

18.1 

1,600,500 

12.6 

2,792,155 

22.0 

Alleghany  County 

1,223,348 

226,053 

18.5 

151,695 

12.4 

241,663 

19.8 

Findlay  Township 

5,060 

198 

3.9 

202 

4.0 

1,139 

22.5 

Moon  Township 

24,185 

2,473 

10.2 

2,080 

8.6 

5.169 

21.4 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the  2010 


census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  American  Community  Survey  5-Year 
Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  person  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals 
under  15  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  201  Oe,  201  If 

Table  3.4.11-2  displays  the  total  population,  total  minority  population,  percentage  minority,  total 
low-income  population,  and  low-income  percentages  for  the  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh 
lAP  within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 
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Table  3,4,11-2,  Population  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Pittsburgh  ANGS^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70-75 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Note'.  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained 


from  the  2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5-Year 
Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the 
USCB  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population 
because  it  excludes  institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college 
dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15  years  old. 

Source-.  USCB  20 1  Of,  20 1 1  f 

In  the  area  surrounding  Pittsburgh  lAP,  approximately  12  people  were  estimated  to  be  affected 
by  baseline  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  Out  of  that  total,  none  are  considered  to  be 
minorities  or  low-income  populations. 

3.4.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Allegheny  County  was 
approximately  241,633  (19.8  percent  of  the  population).  The  state  of  Pennsylvania  has  a  slightly 
higher  percentage  population  of  children  compared  to  the  county  (22  percent).  There  are  no  on- 
installation  housing  or  facilities  for  children  located  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  Currently, 
there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off- installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to  aircraft 
DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Pittsburgh  ANGS 


3-109 


Final  -  June  2014 


3.5  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Rickenbacker  ANGS,  home  of  the  121  ARW  of  the  OH  ANG,  is  loeated  approximately  12  miles 
southeast  of  downtown  Columbus,  Ohio  in  Franklin  County.  The  121  ARW  installation  is 
situated  on  the  west  side  of  Rickenbaeker  lAP,  an  international  airport  operated  by  the  CRAA. 

3.5.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impaets  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  located  within  a  commercial 
airport  with  a  published  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for 
use  of  the  FAA’s  INM  to  generate  DNL  noise  contours.  The  CRAA  under  the  FAA  uses  the 
INM  computer  model  for  generating  noise  contours  and  for  Rickenbacker  lAP,  the  FAA’s  INM 
was  used.  For  more  detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods  see  Appendix  A, 
Section  A.  1.2. 

3. 5. 1.1  Baseline  Operations 

In  August  2007,  the  CRAA  approved  a  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  as  part  of  the 
FAA’s  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  for  Rickenbacker  lAP  based  on  operational 
data  from  a  12-month  period  ending  April  2005.  The  study  used  the  standard  FAA  INM 
program  to  establish  noise  contours  based  on  those  operations  and  is  the  FAA-approved  and 
public  document  for  the  noise  compatibility  program  currently  in  affect  for  the  airport. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  February  2013  (FAA  2012a,  121  ARW  2013a), 
approximately  39,436  total  aircraft  operations  occurred  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  during  2012;  of 
those,  the  121  ARW  flew  a  total  of  6,445  airfield  operations  with  approximately  3  percent  at 
night  (approximately  16  percent  of  total  operations  at  the  airfield).  These  numbers  were 
validated  by  the  121  ARW  and  Rickenbacker  ATADs  (FAA  tower)  report  and  are  used  as  the 
basis  for  determining  airfield  operations  for  the  Proposed  Action  (FAA  2012a,  121  ARW 
2013a). 

The  current  FAR  Part  150  data  identified  67,160  total  aircraft  operations  that  occurred  at 
Rickenbacker  lAP  during  the  12-month  period  ending  April  2005.  Per  the  request  of  the  CRAA, 
the  current  approved  Final  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  August  2007  for 
Rickenbacker  lAP  is  used  as  the  baseline  for  this  analysis  (Gwiner  2013).  The  baseline  aircraft 
operations  at  the  airport  used  for  this  analysis  differs  from  the  current  2012  aircraft  operations 
due  to  changes  to  airfield  use  by  AirNet  Systems  Cargo  with  significantly  reduced  activity,  along 
with  reductions  in  general  aviation  and  other  cargo  aircraft  (CRAA  2007). 

Table  3.5. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of  aircraft  operations  for  Rickenbacker  lAP  based  on 
the  2007  published  FAR  Part  150  Study.  An  aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft 
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departs  from  the  runway  and  eaeh  time  they  approach  the  runway.  The  majority  of  aircraft 
traffic  includes  jet  cargo,  charter  aircraft  along  with  based  ANG  KC-135,  C-130,  and  general 
aviation  aircraft.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at  an  airfield  varies  from  day  to 
day,  for  Rickenbacker  lAP,  operations  are  calculated  for  an  AAD,  meaning  that  yearly 
operations  are  averaged  across  all  365  days  of  the  year.  Table  3.5. 1-1  reflects  a  total  of 
approximately  184  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (67,160  divided  by  365  days).  Approximately 
40  percent  of  the  total  operations  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00 
a.m.). 


Table  3, 5,1-1,  Current  Rickenbacker  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  FAR  Part  150^ 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighd 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Nighd 

Total^ 

KC-135 

6,570 

0 

6,205 

365 

12,775 

365 

13,140 

Other  Aircraft'* 

13,870 

13,140 

13,505 

13,505 

27,375 

26,645 

54,020 

Total 

20,440 

13,140 

19,710 

13,870 

40,150 

27,010 

67,160 

Notes'.  1.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150 


2.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

3.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

4.  Other  based  military,  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Boeing  737,  747, 
and  Airbus  300. 

Source:  CRAA  2007. 

Based  on  the  2007  baseline  data,  the  121  ARW  KC-135  aircraft  flew  a  total  of  13,140  annual 
airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  36  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  3  percent  of  the 
total  KC-135  operations  occur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  20  percent  of  total 
operations  at  Rickenbacker  are  accomplished  by  the  121  ARW  KC-135  aircraft. 

3 .5 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Rickenbacker  lAP  aircraft  use  VFR  departures,  published  Standard  Instrument  Departures, 
straight  in  approaches,  overhead  approaches,  published  IFR  or  radar  patterns,  and  VFR  closed 
patterns  along  with  re-entry  VFR  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns  for  local  arrival  and 
departures  and  flight  training.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed  pattern  flight 
tracks  are  found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise. 

3 .5 . 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  are  shown  in  Figure 
3.5. 1-1.  The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  Rickenbacker  lAP  property  is  shown 
in  Table  3.5. 1-2.  Approximately  2,359  acres  are  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB. 
Detailed  information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be 
found  in  Section  3.5.7,  Land  Use. 
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Table  3, 5,1-2,  Acres  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On  Airport 
(acres) 

Off  Airport 
(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

811 

417 

1,228 

70-75 

478 

0 

478 

75-80 

156 

0 

156 

80-85 

265 

0 

265 

Greater  than  85 

232 

0 

232 

Total 

1,942 

417 

2,359 

Notes:  dB  =  decibel 


Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  3.5. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Rickenbacker  lAP  that  falls  within  the 
80+  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  currently  associated  with 
these  areas. 

3 .5 . 1 .4  Rickenbacker  International  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Procedures 

Rickenbacker  lAP  has  published  certain  restrictions  on  flying  activities  that  could  adversely 
affect  its  neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduce  noise  impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations. 
The  restrictions  are  published  on  aeronautical  charts  and  apply  to  both  military  and  civilian 
aircraft.  The  restrictions  include  guidance  for  noise  abatement  procedures  for  the  airfield 
including  noise  abatement  procedures  in  effect  from  11:00  p.m.  until  7:00  a.m.  for  departures  on 
Runways  23L  and  23R  with  winds  10  knots  or  less  and  arrivals  on  Runways  05L  and  05R  with 
winds  10  knots  or  less.  Aircraft  are  advised  to  contact  airport  operations  for  any  other  noise 
abatement  instructions  or  more  information  (SkyVector  2013c). 

3 .5 . 1 .5  Rickenbacker  International  Airport  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Rickenbacker  lAP  has  an  automated  phone  messaging  system  that  the  public  can  call  to  leave  a 
complaint.  The  complaint  is  investigated  and  the  individual  receives  a  call  back  within  3  days. 
The  airport  planning  office  reviews  the  radar  and  listens  to  tower  and  ground  communication  to 
explore  the  noise  complaints  and  provide  a  response.  In  2012,  Rickenbacker  lAP  received  17 
noise  complaints,  13  of  which  were  found  to  be  from  military  aircraft  (primary  transient  military 
aircraft).  Over  the  past  five  years,  156  noise  complaints  were  submitted  with  50  percent  of  those 
from  military  transient  aircraft  focused  on  the  F-16,  F-18,  and  other  fighter  or  high  performance 
transient  aircraft  (Gwiner  2013). 

In  addition,  the  121  ARW  noise  complaint  procedures  include  referring  callers  to  the  CRAA 
Noise  Hotline  at  614-239-4065.  The  caller  may  also  submit  noise  complaints  via  email  to  the 
airport  noise  web  site:  noiseabatementoffice@columbusairports.com  (121  ARW  2013c). 
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3.5,2  Air  Quality 

3 . 5 . 2 . 1  Regulatory  S  etting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  aehieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  Ohio  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality  within  the  state  of  Ohio.  The 
state  of  Ohio  regulates  air  quality  through  the  Ohio  Administrative  Code,  Chapters  3745-14 
through  3745-114.  The  state  of  Ohio  has  adopted  the  NAAQS,  and  has  not  adopted  additional 
more  stringent  state  standards.  The  NAAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 5. 2-1. 

Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  approximately  12  miles  south  of  downtown  Columbus,  Ohio  in 
Franklin  County.  The  USEPA  has  classified  the  Columbus  area,  including  all  of  Franklin 
County,  as  nonattainment  for  the  O3  and  PM2.5  NAAQS.  The  region  is  designated 
attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General 
Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment  classification  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis 
emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  ozone  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is 
100  tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission  threshold  for  PM2.5  emissions  is  also  100  tpy. 

The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 
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Table  3, 5,2-1,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/mb 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(lOmg/m^) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 

3. 5. 2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

Columbus  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  Ohio  in  an  area  with  relatively  flat  terrain.  Situated 
in  central  Ohio  in  the  drainage  area  of  the  Ohio  River,  Columbus  is  located  on  the  Scioto  and 
Olentangy  rivers;  two  minor  streams  running  through  the  city  are  Alum  Creek  and  Big  Walnut 
Creek.  Columbus’s  weather  is  changeable,  influenced  by  air  masses  from  central  and  southwest 
Canada;  air  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  reaches  the  region  during  the  summer  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
in  the  fall  and  winter.  The  moderate  climate  is  characterized  by  four  distinct  seasons.  Snowfall 
averages  around  27  inches  annually  (Midwest  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 
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January  is  the  coldest  month,  with  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  20“F.  July  is  the  hottest 
month,  with  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  86“F.  The  average  annual  temperature  is 
52.8“F.  The  average  annual  precipitation  in  Columbus  is  40.0  inches  (Midwest  Regional  Climate 
Center  2013). 

Prevailing  winds  in  Columbus  are  generally  westerly  to  southwesterly  during  the  year.  The 
annual  average  wind  speed  is  8.3  miles  per  hour  (Midwest  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

3. 5.2. 3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  121  ARW  is  based  on  the  western  side  of  Rickenbacker  lAP  in  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  The 
surrounding  area  to  the  west,  south,  and  east  of  the  airport  is  mainly  agricultural,  with  light 
industrial/commercial  uses  to  the  north. 


The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Eranklin  County. 
Table  3. 5.2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide,  and  mobile)  of  criteria 
pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 


Table  3,5,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Franklin  County,  Ohio 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  | 

Stationary  Sources 

18,108 

3,208 

3,797 

1,326 

3,180 

2,719 

Area- Wide  Source 

1,124 

14,821 

376 

11 

16,452 

1,764 

Mobile  Sources 

220,807 

19,397 

35,271 

318 

1,948 

1,559 

Total 

240,039 

37,426 

39,444 

1,655 

21,580 

6,042 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant. 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3. 5. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS  for  the  period  2008- 
2012  are  shown  in  Table  3. 5. 2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  stations  to  Rickenbacker  lAP  include 
monitoring  stations  in  Columbus,  which  measure  O3,  CO,  PMio,  PM2.5,  and  SO2  (2008  -  2009). 
NO2  data  were  collected  in  Cincinnati,  and  SO2  data  were  collected  from  2010  through  2012  in 
Clark  County.  NO2  data  from  Cincinnati  may  be  conservative  as  the  area  is  more  developed  than 
the  area  surrounding  Rickenbacker  lAP. 


As  shown  in  Table  3. 5. 2-3,  the  area  has  experienced  several  O3  exceedances  during  the  recent  5- 
year  period;  however,  Eranklin  County  has  not  been  designated  as  an  O3  nonattainment  area. 
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The  Columbus  area  also  experienced  two  exceedances  of  the  24-hour  PM2.5  standard  in  2010. 
The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not  experience  violations  of  other  NAAQS. 


Table  3, 5,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  Columbus  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8 -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.087 

0.074 

0.079 

0.079 

0.102 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

2 

0 

2 

6 

8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

33.1 

26.2 

38.7 

31 

26.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

12.8 

11.5 

13.1 

11.9 

10.7 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

82 

64 

138 

86 

74 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

2.7 

3.1 

3.1 

2.3 

3.0 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8 -hour  value  (ppm) 

1.7 

1.6 

2.0 

1.9 

2.0 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.079 

0.056 

0.069 

0.054 

0.043 

98*  Percentile  (ppm) 

0.058 

0.050 

0.054 

0.046 

0.040 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ISulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.038 

0.036 

0.034 

0.028 

0.023 

99*  Percentile  (ppm) 

0.029 

0.036 

0.028 

0.022 

0.018 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)’ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.013 

0.012 

0.014 

0.013 

0.010 

Notes:  1.  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  2010. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source:  USEPA2013a. 

3. 5. 2. 5  121®*  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  121  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  18  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  121  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance  (121  ARW  2008). 

Emissions  for  the  121  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(121  ARW  2011a).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  121  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Federal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  100  tpy  for  all  criteria  pollutants,  and  less 
than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any  combination  of  HAPs  (121  ARW  2011a). 
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The  121  ARW  is  not  required  to  operate  under  a  Title  V  Operating  Permit.  The  2009  Air 
Emissions  Inventory  demonstrates  that  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from  stationary 
sources  are  below  the  major  source  thresholds  (121  ARW  2011a). 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  121  ARW  include  emissions  from  natural  gas  and  fuel  oil 
fired  heating  units,  internal  combustion  engines,  fuel  tanks,  and  minor  sources  including 
chemical  use,  aircraft  deicing,  and  fuel  cell  maintenance  activities.  Mobile  source  emissions 
include  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle 
operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the 
aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  121  ARW 
considered  all  based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all  flight 
activities  below  the  default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also  include 
stationary  sources  and  emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing  personnel 
and  dependents.  These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources,  account 
for  the  majority  of  the  emissions  from  the  installation  (121  ARW  2011a). 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #5,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  baseline  airfield  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-25,  utilizing  site- 
specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate  aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet 
AGE.  A  discussion  of  the  methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A, 
Section  A.2.3.  Emissions  for  the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the 
KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in  Table  3. 5.2-4. 

Table  3, 5,2-4,  121  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Emissions,  tons/year 


Emission  Source 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aircraft  Operations 

4.63 

68.57 

64.35 

6.38 

0.34 

0.34 

17,742 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

3,333 

Engine  Testing 

0.11 

1.55 

0.43 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

185 

POVs 

4.55 

67.35 

3.55 

0.05 

0.15 

0.07 

2,407 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

9.29 

137.50 

68.48 

6.50 

0.51 

0.42 

23,667 

Notes:  Numbers  might  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 
Source-.  121  ARW  201  la. 
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3.5,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
Rickenbacker  lAP. 

3 . 5 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Fire/Crash  Response 

ARFF  services  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  are  available  on  a  24-hour  basis.  Upon  notification  of  an 
in-flight  or  ground  emergency,  the  crash  and  rescue  services  personnel  would  coordinate 
emergency  services.  ARFF  equipment  and  personnel  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  meet  USAF 
requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013b). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrictions  associated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preclude  incompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas.  The  city  of  Columbus,  Ohio  utilizes  the  FAA’s 
airport  land  use  compatibility  guidelines,  and  as  such,  the  RPZs  have  allowed  development  to  be 
compatible  with  airport  operations.  Details  of  development  and  land  use  in  the  Rickenbacker 
lAP  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.5.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

No  QD  arcs  exist  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  as  there  are  no  storage  facilities  of  any  hazardous 
materials  on  the  installation  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013b). 

Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  military  facilities  at  the  121  ARW  installation  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  were 
constructed  before  AT/FP  considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current 
conditions,  many  facilities  do  not  comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new 
construction  occurs  and  as  facilities  are  modified,  the  121  ARW  would  incorporate  these 
standards  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 
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3. 5. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Rickenbacker  ANGS  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules. 
Specific  safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be 
followed  by  ah  aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFI  1 1-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations, 
C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures,  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close 
proximity  during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency 
separation  procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (ah  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flying  hours  (AFSEC  2012).  The  last  Class  A  mishap  of  a  121  ARW 
aircraft  at  the  Rickenbacker  airfield  was  in  2002  (Buzzard  2013). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  ah  reported  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  121  ARW  has  an  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and  assistance  is 
freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Rickenbacker  lAP  staff,  and  the  local  air  traffic 
controllers.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  Rickenbacker  lAP  area  are 
unusual  and  have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (Buzzard  2013).  The  121  ARW  has 
recently  recorded  21  minor  BASH  incidents  in  2010,  19  in  201 1,  and  13  in  2012,  and  an  average 
over  8  years  of  22  incidents  (Buzzard  2013). 

Fuel  Jettison 

Eor  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Airbases  must  establish  jettison  areas  and 
procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at 
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altitudes  above  20,000  feet  AGL,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas, 
agricultural  regions,  and  water  supply  sources 

The  primary  fuel  jettison  area  for  the  121  ARW  is  within  the  Buckeye  MO  A,  and  above  20,000 
feet  AGL  (121  ARW  2011b).  The  aircrew  would  follow  fuel  jettisoning  procedures  in 
ATI  11-2KC135,  C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures. 

3.5,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.5.4.1  Soils 

This  area  of  Ohio  is  within  the  Columbus  Valley,  which  was  formed  by  glaciers  and  has 
relatively  level  to  gently  rolling  terrain.  This  area  is  characterized  by  limited  relief  except  near 
streams,  glacial  moraines,  or  resistant  bedrock  (USD A  2006).  The  121  ARW  installation  is 
located  on  relatively  flat  improved  land  with  relief  ranging  from  734  to  744  feet  MSL  (121  ARW 
2010). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Franklin  County,  Ohio  identihes  the  following  two  individual  soil 
types  at  the  installation: 

Kokomo-Urban  land  complex.  This  soil,  typically  found  in  shallow  depressions  and  drainages,  is 
composed  of  silty  and  clayey  till.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered 
very  limited  due  to  ponding,  shrink-swell  potential,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013d). 
Approximately  20  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Crosby-Urban  land  complex,  0  to  2  percent  slopes.  This  soil  consists  of  strongly  intermingled 
Urban  land  and  Crosby  soil.  Urban  land  consists  of  soil  from  cut/fdl  sites  used  for  buildings, 
paved  roads,  parking  lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The  rating  class  for  building 
site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type  (NRCS  2013d).  Approximately  80  percent  of  the 
installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

3. 5.4. 2  Surface  Water 

The  121  ARW  installation  is  located  within  the  Scioto  River  Watershed  that  encompasses  over 
6,510  square  miles  within  the  state  of  Ohio  (USEPA  2013e)  (Figure  3. 5.4-1).  The  Scioto  River 
Watershed  drains  a  very  diverse  landscape  from  rural  to  dense  urban  environments  and  covers 
portions  of  Crawford,  Delaware,  Franklin,  Hardin,  Fogan,  Madison,  and  Union  counties.  The 
Scioto  River  originates  near  Roundhead  in  Hardin  County,  running  south  through  central  Ohio 
before  emptying  into  the  Ohio  River  at  the  confluence  in  Portsmouth,  Ohio  (Mid-Ohio  Regional 
Planning  Commission  2012). 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment  3-121 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  121  ARW  installation  include  Scioto  River  and 
Big  Walnut  Creek  to  the  east  and  Walnut  Creek  to  the  west.  Surface  water  within  the  installation 
primarily  eonsists  of  a  series  of  man-made  ditches,  storm  sewers,  and  drainage  swales.  Drainage 
of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by  overland  flow  to  storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  conneeted  by  a 
network  of  underground  pipes. 

There  are  two  primary  drainage  areas  on  the  installation,  SDO-014  and  SDO-601.  Both  outfalls, 
SDO-014  and  -601,  exit  the  installation  via  the  SDO-014  drainage  diteh  that  diseharges  into  an 
unnamed  tributary  that  ultimately  converges  with  the  Big  Walnut  Creek.  These  two  outfalls  are 
regulated  under  the  Ohio  Industrial  Stormwater  General  Permit  (OHR000005).  The  permit  is 
administered  by  the  Ohio  Environmental  Proteetion  Agency  under  the  auspice  of  the  USEPA 
(121  ARW  2009). 

3. 5. 4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  part  of  the  Central  Eowland  Aquifer  Province.  Central  Eowland 
aquifers  are  generally  comprised  of  unconsolidated  sand  and  gravel  deposits  and  eonsolidated 
sandstone,  limestone,  and  dolomite.  The  unconsolidated  sand  and  gravel  deposits,  which  are 
collectively  called  the  surficial  aquifer  system,  supply  more  than  50  pereent  of  the  fresh 
groundwater  withdrawn  in  the  Central  Eowland  Provinee,  and  are  primarily  glacial  in  origin 
(USGS  1995d). 

Three  aquifers  have  been  identified  beneath  the  121  ARW  installation:  the  upper  water-bearing 
zone,  the  intermediate  aquifer,  and  the  deep  aquifer.  The  upper  water-bearing  zone  is  found 
beneath  all  portions  of  the  installation,  with  the  top  of  the  water  table  typically  less  than  10  feet 
below  ground  surface.  Groundwater  flow  direction  and  gradient  in  the  upper  zone  is  eontrolled 
primarily  by  surface  topography,  ineluding  the  configuration  of  the  drainage  system  and  the 
loeations  of  the  creeks  in  the  area.  A  north/south  trending  groundwater  divide  is  located  in  the 
central  portion  of  the  installation.  Groundwater  west  of  this  divide  flows  southwest  toward  Big 
Walnut  Creek.  Groundwater  east  of  the  divide  flows  southeast  toward  Eittle  Walnut  Creek  (121 
ARW  2010). 
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The  intermediate  and  deep  aquifers  are  confined.  The  intermediate  aquifer  is  the  shallowest 
aquifer  capable  of  supporting  a  water  supply  adequate  for  domestic  use.  It  is  present  beneath  the 
installation  at  depths  of  between  60  and  100  feet  below  ground  surface  with  a  west  and  west 
southwest  gradient.  The  deep  aquifer  lies  at  depths  of  between  130  and  210  feet  below  ground 
surface,  where  it  meets  a  shale  bedrock  layer.  The  gradient  of  the  deep  aquifer  is  west  and  west 
southwest  (121  ARW  2010). 

3. 5. 4.4  Floodplains 

A  majority  of  the  installation  lies  within  the  FEMA  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Franklin 
County,  Ohio,  Panel  437  (Map  Number  39049C0437K,  Effective  June  17,  2008)  within  an  area 
designated  as  Zone  X.  The  designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside  the  0.2 
percent  annual  chance  flood  (500  year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding.  The 
northern  portion  of  the  installation  lies  within  Panel  433  (Map  Number  39049C0433K)  also 
determined  to  be  Zone  X  (EEMA  2008). 

3,5.5  Biological  Resources 

3.5.5. 1  Vegetation 

The  Rickenbacker  lAP  occurs  within  the  ecotone  between  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest 
Continental  and  Oceanic  Provinces.  Vegetation  in  this  region  typically  is  characterized  by 
deciduous  forests  dominated  by  tall  broadleaf  trees  often  with  a  drought-resistant  oak-hickory 
association  in  the  western  portion  of  the  province.  Dominant  trees  within  these  forests  include 
white  oak  (Quercus  alba),  red  oak  (Quercus  rubra),  black  oak  (Quercus  velutina),  bitternut 
hickory  {Carya  cordiformis),  and  shagbark  hickory  {Carya  ovata)  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority 
of  the  airport  is  developed  or  actively  landscaped,  with  little  natural  vegetation  or  habitat 
remaining.  A  few  small,  hardwood  forested  areas  occur  near  the  southwest,  south,  and  east  sides 
of  the  121  ARW  installation. 

3. 5. 5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  lack  of  substantial  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human 
activities  at  and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of 
wildlife  present  at  the  airport  and  the  121  ARW  ANGS  consists  of  species  that  are  highly 
adapted  to  developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  within  the  Mississippi 
Elyway,  one  of  four  major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the 
bird  species  found  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  or  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  MBTA.  Common 
bird  species  include  Turkey  Vultures  {Cathartes  auru).  Rock  Pigeons  {Columbia  livia).  House 
Sparrows  {Passer  domesticus).  Red-tailed  Hawks  {Buteo  jamaicensis).  Rough-legged  Hawks 
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(Buteo  lagopus).  Great  Horned  Owls  {Bubo  virgianus).  Barn  Owls  {Tyto  alba).  Screech  Owls 
{Otus  asio),  American  Goldfinch  {Carduellis  tristis),  Killdeer  (Charadrius  vociferous),  Blue  Jay 
(Cyanocitta  cristata).  Homed  Lark  (Eremophila  alpestris).  Bam  Swallow  (Hirundo  rustica), 
European  Starling  {Sturnus  vulgaris),  and  Mourning  Dove  {Zenaida  macroura).  Other  common 
wildlife  species  observed  in  or  near  the  airport  include  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus 
virginianus),  woodchuck  (Marmota  monax),  eastern  gray  squirrel  (Sciurus  carolinensis),  and 
spring  frog  {Hyla  sp.)  (121  ARW  2010,  2011c). 

3. 5. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  or  candidate  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  airport  or  on  the  121 
ARW  installation.  The  potential  for  several  federally  listed  species  to  occur  within  Franklin 
County  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  exists;  however,  there  is  little  to  no  habitat  for  these 
species  within  the  airport  or  the  installation  (USFWS  2005).  One  state  endangered  species,  the 
Northern  Harrier  {Circus  cyaneus),  was  observed  during  a  2004  survey  of  the  airport.  However, 
no  nesting  habitat  (i.e.,  shmbby  thickets)  occurs  within  the  airport  boundaries.  Several  other 
state  listed  species  have  been  observed  within  Franklin  County  and  have  the  potential  to  occur  on 
or  within  the  vicinity  of  the  installation;  however,  none  of  these  have  been  observed  on  the 
installation.  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E.  There  is  no  critical  habitat 
located  on  the  installation  (Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources  2012;  USFWS  2005,  2010). 

3. 5. 5. 4  Wetlands 

A  formal  wetland  delineation  was  conducted  on  the  121  ARW  installation  in  2005.  This 
delineation  identified  only  one  jurisdictional  stream  in  the  northwest  comer  of  the  installation. 
This  stream  is  an  unnamed  tributary  to  Big  Walnut  Creek  and  has  a  small  wetland  fringe 
immediately  adjacent  estimated  to  be  0.05  acre.  No  other  jurisdictional  wetlands  or  waters  of  the 
U.S.  were  identified  within  the  installation  boundaries  (121  ARW  2010,  OH  ANG  2006)  (see 
Figure  3. 5. 4-1). 

A  small  drainage  ditch  is  located  near  the  intersection  of  Second  Street  and  Tank  Tmck  Road,  as 
shown  in  Figure  3. 5. 4-1.  This  ditch  is  approximately  30  feet  wide  and  flows  to  the  northwest 
and  eventually  drains  to  Big  Walnut  Creek  via  a  network  of  ditches.  Although  this  ditch  has  not 
been  surveyed,  it  is  similar  to  other  ditches  (including  the  one  surveyed  during  the  2005 
delineation)  on  and  around  the  airport  and  it  is  therefore  likely  a  jurisdictional  stream  (121  ARW 
2010,  OH  ANG  2006). 
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3.5,6  Cultural  Resources 

3.5.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

The  entire  121  ARW  installation  at  Rickenbacker  has  been  intensively  surveyed  for 
archaeological  resources.  Three  archaeological  sites  have  been  recorded  on  the  installation. 
Sites  33FR2652  and  33FR2653  are  both  isolated  prehistoric  artifacts  found  in  disturbed  soil 
contexts  (National  Guard  Bureau  2008).  These  sites  are  not  considered  eligible  to  the  NRHP  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  has  concurred  (see  Snyder  2007  in  Appendix  B4).  Site  33FR2844  was 
discovered  in  1985  during  excavation  for  a  new  building  foundation.  It  was  described  as  a  multi- 
component  archaeological  site  consisting  of  two  historic  burials  with  associated  historic  coffin 
materials,  a  historic  dump,  and  a  prehistoric  lithic  scatter.  The  site  was  determined  eligible  for 
inclusion  on  the  NRHP  (Ohio  ANG  2011). 

3. 5. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Eighteen  buildings  within  the  121  ARW  property  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War-era  (pre- 
1990)  were  inventoried  in  2006.  Two  hangars  (Hangars  885  and  888)  are  considered  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  NRHP  under  criterion  A  and  criterion  C  (121  ARW  201  Id).  The  remaining  16 
buildings  are  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office  has 
concurred  with  these  eligibility  determinations  (121  ARW  201  Id,  Snyder  2007). 

3. 5. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  121  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  13  federally- 
recognized  Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have 
been  identified:  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Delaware  Nation,  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi 
Nation,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Eorest  County  Potawatomi  Community, 
Hannahville  Indian  Community,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Peoria 
Tribe  of  Indians  Oklahoma,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Turtle 
Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  and  Wyandotte  Nation. 
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3.5,7  Land  Use 

Rickenbacker  ANGS  operates  as  a  tenant  aetivity  of  Riekenbacker  lAP,  whieh  operates  military, 
commereial,  and  cargo  flights.  The  entire  airport  occupies  4,342  acres  and  is  located  10  miles 
south  of  the  central  business  district  of  Columbus,  Ohio,  near  the  village  of  Lockbourne  in 
southern  Franklin  County  and  the  northernmost  part  of  Pickaway  County. 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  and  provides  for 
protection  of  the  areas  surrounding  Rickenbacker  lAP.  Comprehensive  Land  Use  plans  adopted 
by  Franklin  and  Pickaway  Counties  guide  long-term  planning.  Hamilton  Township  land  use 
codes  define  and  established  airport  hazard  zones,  height  limitations,  and  land  use  restrictions 
within  these  zones.  This  zoning  protects  RPZs  from  incompatible  land  use.  Detailed 
descriptions  of  RPZs  can  be  found  in  the  Safety  section  of  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3.  Land  use 
in  the  areas  surrounding  the  airfield  is  predominantly  Agricultural/Open  Space  interspersed  with 
pockets  of  single-family  residential  parcels.  Commercial  use  dominates  along  the  northwest 
boundary  of  the  airfield  in  Hamilton  Township.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive 
noise  receptors  are  located  within  the  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNL  off- airport  noise  contour  areas 
(CRAA  2007). 

Figure  3. 5. 7-1  is  an  overlay  of  the  baseline  noise  contours  onto  a  map  displaying  the  existing 
land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  the  installation.  The  impact  of  baseline  airfield  activities  on 
surrounding  communities  in  these  areas  is  limited.  Current  noise  levels  between  65  dB  DNL  and 
70  dB  DNL  expose  off-base  areas  of  Agricultural  and  Industrial  to  the  southwest  in  Pickaway 
County  and  to  a  lesser  degree  to  the  northeast  of  the  airport  in  Franklin  County.  Both  land  use 
designations  are  considered  compatible  uses  under  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban 
Noise  (FICUN)  standards  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.7  (CRAA  2007). 
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Figure  3,5,7-l,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and 
Land  Use  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Source:  Pickaway  County  2013.  Franklin  County  Zoning  2013.  Rickenbacker  lAP  2005. 
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3.5.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.5.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  121  ARW  installation  is  provided  by  the  Franklin  County  Parsons  Avenue 
Water  Treatment  Plant  operated  by  the  City  of  Columbus  (121  ARW  2010).  Potable  water  in  the 
area  is  supplied  primarily  from  the  regional  groundwater  aquifer  wells.  The  City  of  Columbus 
Water  Division  pumps  approximately  190  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  eustomers.  The 
groundwater  supply  is  supplemented  with  treated  surfaee  water  from  the  Seioto  River  and  the 
Big  Walnut  Creek  (Franklin  County  Department  of  Sanitary  Engineering  2010).  In  CY  2012, 

1.8  trillion  gallons  of  potable  water  was  supplied  to  the  121  ARW  installation  (121  ARW 
2013d). 

3. 5. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  121  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
proeesses,  ineluding  OWS  discharge,  wash  rack  discharge,  floor  wash-down,  latrines,  sinks,  and 
showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  121  ARW  installation  is  conveyed  into  the  municipal 
sewage  system,  operated  by  the  City  of  Columbus  to  the  Columbus  Southerly  Wastewater 
Treatment  Plant.  The  facility  has  a  capacity  of  1 14  million  gallons  per  day  but  typically  receives 
96  million  gallons  of  wastewater  per  day  for  treatment  (City  of  Columbus  n.d.). 

3. 5. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  121  ARW 
SWPPP  (2009),  the  121  ARW  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage  conveyance  system  typified 
by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface  drains,  underground  pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and 
swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see  Section  3.5.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  municipal 
separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely 
collect  and  transport  surface  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the 
installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 

3. 5. 8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  121  ARW  installation  by  South-Central  Power  via  an  aboveground, 
46,000-volt  primary  power  line  that  was  recently  buried  on  the  northern  half  of  the  installation. 
Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Columbia  Gas  of  Ohio  via  main  lines  ranging  in  size  from  0.5  inch  to 
4  inches  in  diameter.  Electricity  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  121  ARW  installation  was 
4,999,752  kilowatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  121  ARW  installation 
was  219,801  hundred  cubic  feet  (121  ARW  2013d). 
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3. 5. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  121  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  121  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (121  ARW  2013e)  and  guidelines  specified  in  API  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  API  incorporates,  by  reference,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CPR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applicable  federal  regulations,  APIs,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  API  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  incorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  121  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  121  ARW  installation  and  transported 
to  the  Pranklin  County  Landfill. 

3. 5. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  121  ARW  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways.  1-70 
runs  in  an  east-west  direction  approximately  8  miles  north  of  the  installation.  1-270  runs  in  a 
northwest-southeast  direction  approximately  4  miles  north  of  the  installation  and  provides 
regional  access  to  Rickenbacker  lAP  and  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS.  SR  317  provides  direct 
access  to  Rickenbacker  lAP.  The  principal  access  route  to  the  airport  is  Alum  Creek  Drive,  a 
four-lane  arterial  road  that  intersects  1-70  and  1-270,  linking  the  airport  to  the  regional  ground 
transportation  network.  U.S.  Highway  23,  a  principal  arterial  that  runs  north-south 
approximately  3  miles  west  of  the  airport  and  intersects  1-270,  also  provides  regional  access. 
This  highway  intersects  with  Groveport  Road,  an  arterial  that  provides  access  to  the  airport. 

Rickenbacker  Drive  provides  vehicle  access  to  the  road  network  and  main  cantonment  area  of 
the  installation.  The  secondary  entrance  to  the  installation.  Gate  N-5,  is  typically  used  only  by 
contractors  (e.g.,  delivery  of  supplies  by  truck)  to  access  the  installation.  This  gate  enters  the 
installation  off  Tank  Truck  Road  on  the  west  side  of  the  installation.  Tank  Truck  Road  connects 
to  Zistel  Street,  which  also  connects  with  Rickenbacker  Drive. 

3.5,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 . 5 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  121  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  operations  support  and 
maintenance,  including  POL  management  and  distribution,  liquid  fuels  maintenance, 
transportation  maintenance,  vehicle  paint,  power  production,  machine  shop  operations,  and  flight 
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simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  121  ARW  installation  include  strippers, 
batteries,  spent  cleaners,  aerosols,  paints,  solvents,  waste  oils,  hydraulic  fluid,  flammable  and 
combustible  liquids,  acids,  corrosives,  and  recovered  fuels  (121  ARW  2008).  The  primary 
storage  facility  for  hazardous  materials  on  the  installation  is  in  Building  872  (121  ARW  2006). 

Sixteen  ASTs  are  located  on  the  121  ARW  installation  and  are  used  to  store  propylene  glycol, 
gasoline,  diesel,  jet  fuel,  used  oil,  and  used  hydraulic  oil.  USTs  were  previously  used  at  the 
installation  to  store  kerosene,  diesel,  fuel  oil,  waste  oil,  jet  fuel,  gasoline,  hydraulic  fluid,  and 
liquid  propane.  All  USTs  were  removed  from  the  121  ARW  installation  in  1994  (121  ARW 
2006). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  121  ARW  installation  in  1995.  ACM 
identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  Buildings  846  and  872  (121 
ARW  2006). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  121  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation.  Lead  abatement  was  conducted  in  2004  at  Hangars  885  and 
888  (121  ARW  2006). 

The  121  ARW  installation  is  permitted  by  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  for  use  of 
radioactive  material  in  chemical  agent  monitoring  devices  (Permit  No.  OH-30567-01/00AFP). 
These  devices  are  returned  to  the  manufacturer  for  repair  and  disposal  (121  ARW  2006). 

The  121  ARW  does  not  maintain,  operate,  or  own  any  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated 
equipment  and  the  subject  property  is  considered  PCB-free  (121  ARW  2006). 

3. 5. 9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  121  ARW  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan  contains  the 
governing  regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and 
responding  to  releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (121  ARW 
2012).  The  121  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling 
and  managing  hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed. 
In  addition,  it  includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations 
pertaining  to  hazardous  waste  (121  ARW  2008). 

The  121  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Small  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  and  maintains 
USEPA  Identification  Number  OH0000553829.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where 
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the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  An  SAP  is  an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially 
accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous 
wastes  initially  accumulated  at  a  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being 
transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.  There  are  15  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated) 
identified  at  the  installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  888,  2000,  883,  885,  872,  and  846.  The 
installation  CAP  is  located  in  Building  872  (121  ARW  2008). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
contaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  There  are 
currently  five  OWSs  located  on  the  121  ARW  installation.  These  OWSs  primarily  receive 
discharge  from  floor  drains  in  maintenance  areas  (121  ARW  2006). 

3. 5. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  is  one  active  ERP  site  and  five  closed  sites  located  on  the  121  ARW  installation.  Table 
3. 5. 9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  and  Eigure  3. 5. 9-1  shows  the  locations. 


Table  3, 5,9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  121  ARW  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

12 

Old  drum  storage  area  that  eontinued  until  1984.  Some  drums  eontained  methyl  ethyl 
ketone,  solvents,  and  paint  strippers.  Investigations  determined  that  groundwater  on 
the  northwest  side  of  the  site  was  eontaminated  with  ehlorinated  solvents. 
Groundwater  remediation  was  perforated  to  reduee  eontaminant  eoneentrations  below 
deteetion  limits.  In  1995  the  southeast  portion  of  the  site  was  paved  to  ereate  a  parking 
lot  for  Building  887.  In  1996,  soils  and  grass  were  plaeed  on  the  remaining  portion  of 
the  site. 

Active 

46 

Formerly  known  as  AOC  A.  This  site  was  investigated  as  part  of  a  jet  fuel  pipeline 
investigation.  Tier  1  and  Tier  2  Bureau  of  Underground  Storage  Tank  Regulation 
investigations  were  eondueted  and  petroleum  eontamination  levels  were  found  to  be 
below  Bureau  of  Underground  Storage  Tank  Regulation  limits.  Therefore,  it  was 
determined  that  remedial  aetions  were  not  neeessary. 

Closed 

19 

Known  as  the  North  Coal  Pile,  this  loeation  was  a  eonerete  pad  used  for  holding  up  to 
6,000  tons  of  eoal  soaked  in  fuel  oil.  Arsenic,  cadmium,  chromium,  mercury,  lead, 
and  nickel  were  detected  in  the  groundwater  underneath  the  site  and  polynuclear 
aromatic  hydrocarbons  were  found  in  the  soil  and  sediments. 

Closed 

22 

This  site  was  located  behind  the  heating  plant  and  adjacent  to  the  former  North  Coal 
Pile  and  consisted  of  a  concrete  pad  for  drum  storage.  The  concrete  pad  was  removed 
and  an  interim  remedial  action  was  conducted  to  remove  and  treat  the  contaminated 
soils. 

Closed 

25 

This  includes  all  of  the  open  drainage  ditches  throughout  the  installation  which  have 
had  spills  and  leaks  of  hazardous  materials  and  petroleum  products  discharged  into 
them  in  the  past.  VOCs,  semi-volatile  organic  compounds,  pesticides,  and  metals  were 
detected  at  several  sites  out  of  5 1  sediment  sampling  locations. 

Closed 

35 

Former  UST  that  was  removed  in  1991. 

Closed 

Notes:  AOC  =  Area  of  Concern;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  UST  =  underground  storage  tank 

Source-.  121  ARW  2006,  2010. 
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3,5,10  Socioeconomics 

3.5.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 


Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  approximately  12  miles  southeast  of  downtown  Columbus  in 
Franklin  County.  Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  Ohio,  Franklin,  and 
Pickaway  counties,  Groveport  and  Fockboume  Villages,  and  Hamilton,  Harrison,  and  Madison 
Townships  are  provided  in  Table  3.5.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010,  Franklin  County’s  population 
increased  by  201,977,  an  increase  of  approximately  21  percent.  Pickaway  County  grew  by  7,443 
between  1990  and  2010,  an  increase  of  approximately  15  percent  (USCB  1990e,  2000e,  2010g). 

Table  3,5,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

Ohio 

10,847,115 

11,353,140 

11,536,504 

Franklin  County 

961,437 

1,068,978 

1,163,414 

Pickaway  County 

48,255 

52,727 

55,698 

Groveport  Village* 

2,948 

3,865 

5,363 

Lockboume  Village* 

N/A 

280 

Til 

Flamilton  Township 

9,746 

7,950 

8,260 

Flarrison  Township 

5,292 

6,424 

7,593 

Madison  Township 

18,749 

21,243 

23,509 

Notes:  1990  census  data  was  not  available  for  this  village. 


N/A  =  not  available 
Source:  USCB  1990e,  2000e,  2010g. 

The  121  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,497,  including  442  full-time 
and  1,055  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-30). 


Employment  and  Earnings 


Table  3.5.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  Ohio,  Franklin  and  Pickaway 
counties,  and  Groveport  and  Fockboume  Villages.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates, 
there  were  632,774  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  580,359  employed  within 
Franklin  County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  8  percent.  Fabor  force 
estimates  for  Pickaway  County  include  25,074  persons,  with  23,184  employed,  resulting  in  an 
unemployment  rate  of  approximately  7  percent.  Top  employment  industries  in  Franklin  County 
include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social  assistance;  2)  retail;  and  3) 
professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative  and  waste  management  services 
(USCB  201  Ig).  Principal  employers  include  state  of  Ohio,  The  Ohio  State  University,  JP 
Morgan  Chase,  Nationwide,  and  Ohio  Health  (Franklin  County  2010).  Top  employment 
industries  in  Pickaway  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social 
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assistance;  2)  manufacturing;  and  3)  retail  (USCB  201  Ig).  Principal  employers  include  ALSO 
Metals  Corporation,  Berger  Health  System,  Circle  Plastics/TriMold  LLC,  Circleville  City 
Schools,  and  DuPont  (Pickaway  Progress  Partnership  2013). 


Table  3,5,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS^ 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (Vo) 

Ohio 

5,883,960 

5,338,072 

545,888 

9.2 

Franklin  County 

632,774 

580,359 

52,415 

8.3 

Pickaway  County 

25,074 

23,184 

1,918 

7.6 

Groveport  Village 

2,973 

2,842 

131 

4.4 

Lockboume  Village 

139 

112 

27 

19.4 

Flamilton  Township 

4,089 

3,404 

685 

16.8 

Flarrison  Township 

3,710 

3,443 

267 

7.2 

Madison  Township 

12,473 

11,612 

861 

6.9 

Note:  1.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces  and  are  from  the  2007-2011  American 


Community  Survey  5-Year  Estimates. 
Source:  USCB  201  Ig. 

3.5.10.2  Schools 


According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  195,535  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Franklin  County.  In  Pickaway  County,  10,658 
students  were  enrolled  in  schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  (USCB  201  Ig). 


3.5.10.3  Housing 


In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Franklin  County  was  525,186,  with  a  vacancy  rate  of 
approximately  10  percent.  In  the  Pickaway  County  in  2010,  there  were  a  total  of  21,275  housing 
units  with  a  vacancy  rate  of  approximately  7  percent  (USCB  2010g). 


3,5,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.5.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.5.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low- income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
Ohio,  as  well  as  the  counties,  villages,  and  townships  within  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP. 
Approximately  31  percent  of  the  population  of  Franklin  County  is  composed  of  minorities  (i.e., 
an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared  to 
approximately  17  percent  for  the  state  of  Ohio.  Pickaway  County  has  a  lower  proportion  of 
minorities  (5.5  percent)  than  Franklin  County  or  the  state  (USCB  2010g). 
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The  percentage  of  population  living  below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  Ohio  (approximately 
15  percent)  is  the  lower  than  Franklin  County  (approximately  17  percent),  but  higher  than 
Pickaway  County  (approximately  13  percent)  (USCB  2010g). 


Table  3,5,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS^ 


Low- 

Percent 

Children 

Total 

Minority 

Percent 

Income 

Low- 

Under 

Percent 

Geographic  Area 

Population 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Income^ 

Age  18 

Children 

Ohio 

11,536,504 

1,997,067 

17.3 

1,707,403 

14.8 

2,730,751 

23.7 

Franklin  County 

1,163,414 

357,797 

30.8 

202,434 

17.4 

278,542 

23.9 

Pickaway  County 

55,698 

3,043 

5.5 

7,296 

13.1 

13,157 

23.6 

Groveport  Village 

5,363 

962 

17.9 

493 

9.2 

1,271 

23.7 

Lockboume 

Village 

Til 

5 

2.1 

14 

5.8 

58 

24.5 

Flamilton 

Township 

8,260 

621 

7.5 

942 

11.4 

1,897 

23.0 

Flarrison  Township 

7,593 

266 

3.5 

1,496 

19.7 

2,141 

28.2 

Madison  Township 

23,509 

3,856 

16.4 

2,092 

8.9 

5,953 

25.3 

Note'.  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the  2010 
census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB  determines 


poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes  institutionalized 
persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15  years  old. 
Source-.  USCB2010g. 


Currently  there  are  no  residential  populations,  including  minority  or  low-income  populations, 
located  within  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP  within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  or 
above. 

3.5.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Franklin  County  was  approximately 
278,542  (approximately  24  percent  of  the  population).  In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the 
age  of  18  living  in  Pickaway  County  was  approximately  13,157  (approximately  24  percent  of  the 
population)  (Table  3.5.11-1).  The  state  of  Ohio  has  a  similar  percentage  population  of  children 
compared  to  the  counties  (approximately  24  percent).  There  are  no  on- installation  housing  or 
facilities  for  children  located  at  the  121  ARW  installation.  Currently  there  are  no  schools 
exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 
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CHAPTER  4  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


The  resource  analyses  presented  in  this  chapter  are  based  on  an  examination  of  potential  effects 
that  the  various  alternatives,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative  may  have  on  existing 
environmental  conditions.  The  alternatives  are  described  in  Chapter  2,  and  the  existing 
environmental  conditions  for  each  resource  are  described  in  Chapter  3.  This  chapter  examines 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  for  each  of  the  resource  areas  in  the  same  sequence  as 
presented  in  Chapter  3.  The  sections  that  follow  present  an  evaluation  of  potential  impacts 
within  the  specific  ROI  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  each  of  the  alternatives  using  the 
analytical  methodology  presented  in  Appendix  A. 

4.1  Alternative  #1  ~  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.1.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #1  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  to  assess  potential  impacts. 
Details  of  the  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  Forbes  ANGS  were  generated  using  the  NOISEMAP  computer 
model  and  represent  the  most  current  noise  data  available  for  establishing  baseline  conditions 
and  for  which  to  analyze  changes  to  the  noise  environment  in  the  Forbes  ANGS  ROI.  DNL 
noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #1  were  also  generated  using  NOISEMAP 
through  the  removal  of  all  KC-135  operations  and  the  insertion  of  the  proposed  KC-46A 
operations  using  the  substitute  KC-46A  noise  data  and  flight  profile  data  provided  by  Air  Eorce 
Civil  Engineer  Center  (AECEC)  and  applying  the  data  to  the  current  KC-135  flight  tracks  and 
operational  procedures. 

4. 1.1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #1,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Eorbes  ANGS,  replacing  the  current  12 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield  and  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft 
climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews 
for  operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue 
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to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures;  however,  most  tactical  procedures 
would  be  accomplished  in  the  simulator  and  at  other  locations  away  from  Forbes  Field  Airport. 


Under  Alternative  #1,  the  190  ARW  would  have  an  increase  in  flying  hours  generating  an 
increase  in  annual  airfield  operations  by  4,110  from  10,452  to  14,562  operations  (a  39  percent 
increase).  Aircraft  operations  per  average  busy  flying  day  (arrivals  and  departures  [3.64]  and 
closed  patterns  [16.64])  would  increase  under  Alternative  #1  to  4.94  arrivals  and  departures  and 
23.1  closed  pattems/day.  The  percentage  of  190  ARW  annual  aircraft  operations  occurring 
during  environmental  night  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  would  remain  at  the  same  15  percent  as  under 
baseline  conditions.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  would  not  change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities  (Table  4. 1.1-1).  There 
would  be  no  change  to  any  other  aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the 
baseline  condition. 


Table  4,1, 1-1,  Forbes  Field  Airport  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

KC-46A 

6,322 

959 

6,118 

1,163 

12,440 

2,122 

14,562 

Other  Aircraft^ 

6,848 

241 

6,848 

241 

13,696 

482 

14,178 

Total 

13,170 

1,200 

12,966 

1,404 

26,136 

2,604 

28,740 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
L-101 1,  MD-80,  Lear  35,  and  HH-60. 

Source:  FAA  20 1 2a,  Forbes  ANGS  2013. 

Figure  4. 1.1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion  from 
the  current  12  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4. 1.1-2  compares  baseline 
noise  contours  with  Alternative  #1  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all 
transient  aircraft,  and  general  and  commercial  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  most  current 
Forbes  Field  Airport  2013  noise  modeling  update  using  2012  data.  Table  4. 1.1-2  shows  changes 
to  the  acreage  of  land  within  each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #1. 


Table  4,1, 1-2,  Land  Areas  witbin  DNL  Contours  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #1 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #1  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dB  DNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

448 

165 

613 

430 

111 

541 

-72 

70-75 

308 

0 

308 

286 

0 

286 

-22 

75-80 

50 

0 

50 

103 

0 

103 

53 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

>85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

806 

165 

971 

819 

111 

930 

-41 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 
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While  the  operations  inerease  under  Alternative  #1,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  reduce 
slightly  from  the  baseline  DNL  noise  contours  because  the  KC-46A  is  generally  a  quieter  aircraft 
(5  dB  quieter  on  landing  and  1  dB  louder  on  take-off)  than  the  KC-135  and  other  aircraft  such  as 
the  F-18  and  E-3  contributing  more  to  the  DNL  levels  than  the  KC-46A.  Overall,  the  number  of 
acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure  area  would  decrease  by 
approximately  41  acres,  or  4  percent,  and  would  remain  primarily  on  airport  property  with 
approximately  1 1 1  of  the  acres  off  the  airport  property.  Information  regarding  the  number  of 
people  residing  in  this  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.1.11,  Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children',  and  information  regarding  the  area  of  residential  use  is  located  in  Section 
4.1.7,  Land  Use. 

Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #1  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  65  dB  DNL. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  flying  profdes  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides 
representative  SELs,  indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5 
dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #1,  only  the 
number  of  aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when 
individual  aircraft  operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently 
flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with  less  than  15  percent  of  flights  occurring  during 
environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Per  the  ANG  mission,  the  KC-46A  would  be  operated  Monday  through  Eriday  for  a  total  of 
approximately  260  operational  days  per  year,  mirroring  the  operational  patterns  of  current 
KC-135  operations.  Based  on  the  average  annual  day,  aircrews  would  fly  4.94  sorties  (initial 
departure  and  initial  arrival)  and  approximately  23.1  additional  practice  approaches  (closed 
patterns)  at  the  airfield.  The  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  4,1 10  airfield  operations 
per  year  at  the  airport  with  approximately  15  percent  conducted  between  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00 
a.m. 


Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4. 1.1-1,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  that  falls  within  the 
80+  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated 
with  these  areas. 
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4. 1.1. 2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  noise  from  construetion  equipment  assoeiated  with  eonstruetion 
aetivities  that  would  oecur  intermittently  during  the  eonstruetion  period  (beginning  FY  2015). 
Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the  source 
(Federal  Highway  Administration  [FHWA]  2006)  (Appendix  C,  Noise,  Seetion  A.  1.2. 2). 
Aviation-related  activities  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  dominate  the  loeal  noise  environment  for  brief 
times  on  some  days.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility  construction  would  contribute  little  to 
the  general  baekground  noise  levels  around  the  airfield.  Therefore,  impacts  from  construction 
under  Alternative  #1  would  be  negligible. 

4. 1 . 1 .3  Summary  of  Impaets 

While  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  would  inerease  by  4,110  (39  pereent  increase  in 
190  ARW  operations,  17  pereent  inerease  in  total  airfield  operations),  the  acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  decrease  by  41  acres.  There  would  be  no  potential 
for  hearing  loss  off  the  airport  and  no  increase  in  the  percent  population  highly  annoyed. 
Construction  noise  would  be  localized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise 
environment.  Impacts  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,1.2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  construction  and  operational  activities  at  the  190  ARW 
of  the  KS  ANG  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  in  Topeka,  Kansas.  The  estimation  of  proposed 
operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  change  in  emissions  between  existing  aircraft 
operations  and  projected  KC-46A  operations. 

As  discussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impacts  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Forbes  Field  Airport  were  reviewed  for  signifioanee  relative  to  the  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD)  threshold  for  new  major  sourees  for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General 
Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  nonattainment  pollutants.  Because  the  projeet  region 
within  Shawnee  County  attain  all  of  the  NAAQS,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for 
greenhouse  gases  [GHGs])  was  used  as  an  indicator  of  the  potential  signifieance  of  the  emissions 
from  Alternative  #1 . 

4 . 1 .2 . 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Eorbes  Eield  Airport 
include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  off-site 
POV  eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  including  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  source  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
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Operational  data  used  to  ealeulate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Faetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  (AFCEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AECEC  2013. 

Table  4. 1.2-1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Eorbes  Field  Airport.  Table  4. 1.2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 1.2-1,  the  net  emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 


Table  4,1,2-1,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual 
Operational  Emissions,  190  ARW 


ANNUAL  EMISSION5 

i,  TONSWEAR 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.5 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.63 

54.09 

99.23 

8.48 

0.45 

0.45 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.17 

2.52 

0.69 

0.11 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

1.94 

26.38 

1.46 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

Total 

5.75 

83.00 

101.39 

8.61 

0.53 

0.49 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

22.21 

83.94 

253.12 

14.22 

0.95 

0.81 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.27 

4.33 

1.17 

0.14 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

1.59 

23.99 

1.11 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

Total 

25.14 

112.28 

255.42 

14.38 

1.04 

0.86 

Net  Increase 

19.40 

29.28 

154.03 

5.77 

0.51 

0.37 

MOB  2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

3.47 

0.35 

1.52 

0.67 

0.96 

0.76 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PM|o  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
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In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a 
net  increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  tpy. 


Table  4. 1.2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  that  would 
result  from  KC-46A  operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  along  with  the  net  inerease  in 
comparison  with  the  baseline.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 1.2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD 
thresholds  for  GHGs. 

Table  4,l,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  190  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

23,347 

0.65 

0.73 

23,585 

AGE 

2,421 

0.07 

0.08 

2,446 

Engine  Tests 

296 

0.01 

0.01 

299 

POVs 

993 

0.00 

0.00 

993 

Total 

27,056 

0.72 

0.81 

27,324 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

38.724 

1.02 

1.15 

39,102 

AGE 

3,291 

0.09 

0.11 

3,326 

Engine  Tests 

384 

0.01 

0.01 

388 

POVs 

1,015 

0.00 

0.00 

1,015 

Total 

43,413 

1.13 

1.27 

43,831 

Net  Increase 

16,359 

0.41 

0.46 

16,507 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


GHG  =  greenhouse  gas;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4. 1.2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  require  eonstruetion  and  renovation  of 
existing  airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality 
impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  eonstruetion  activities  would  oceur  from  (1)  eombustion 
emissions  from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation 
of  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 1.2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  eonstruetion 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 1.2-3,  emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  For  eonstruetion 
emissions,  the  projeet  option  with  the  greatest  potential  to  emit  was  used  in  the  analysis  (see 
Table  2.3-5). 
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Table  4,l,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #1 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NO^ 

VOC 

SO, 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  (Option  1)  -  Addition  to 

Hangar  662 

0.94 

1.49 

0.26 

0.03 

1.34 

1.12 

498.26 

Project  #2  (Option  2)  -  Addition  to 
Building  665 

1.52 

2.42 

0.43 

0.05 

2.45 

1.88 

808.91 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Building  679 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  (Option  2)  -  Pave 
Apron/Hydrants  and  Airfield  Hold  Ramp 

5.38 

12.98 

1.32 

0.66 

10.93 

4.59 

3,319.19 

Total  Maximum  Emissions 

8.14 

17.36 

2.07 

0.75 

14.76 

7.63 

4,748.95 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

100,000 

Note:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

4. 1.2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located  in  an  attainment  area  for  all  criteria  pollutants.  While  there  would  be 
increases  in  operational  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  they  would  be  below  the  PSD  threshold,  and 
would  not  be  significant.  Operational  GHG  emissions  would  be  within  thresholds  in  the  PSD 
tailoring.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational  HAP  emissions  would  be 
negligible. 

4.1.3  Safety 

4 . 1 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  facilities  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A 
beddown  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013c). 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  190  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  190  ARW. 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projects  related  to  Alternative  #1  would  not 
impact  aircraft  take-off  and  landings  or  penetrate  any  RPZs.  New  building  construction  is  not 
proposed,  only  existing  building  renovation  and  minor  additions;  therefore,  construction  activity 
would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety  risk  or  obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall 
within  the  same  general  types  as  those  that  have  historically  occurred  at  Forbes  Field  Airport. 
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For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow  established  local  approach  and  departure  patterns  used. 
Therefore,  flight  activity  and  subsequent  operations  would  not  require  changes  to  RPZs. 

Planned  construction  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  comprises  additions  to  existing  buildings  and 
internal  modifications  only;  no  new  facilities  are  proposed.  Therefore,  none  of  the  construction 
or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  current  QD  arcs.  Per  Air  Force  Manual  (AFMAN) 
91-201,  Explosive  Safety  Standards,  there  would  be  no  public  transportation  route  or  inhabited 
building  located  within  the  proposed  QD  arcs.  No  explosives  would  be  handled  during 
construction  or  demolition  activities.  Therefore,  no  additional  risk  would  be  expected  as  a  result 
of  implementation  of  this  alternative. 

To  support  the  aircraft  beddown  at  Forbes  ANGS,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures,  including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  Unified  Facilities  Criteria  (UFC)  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control 
Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and  UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for 
Buildings,  providing  additional  protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 1.3.2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
have  been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in 
service  (Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft 
losses  (similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (Aviation 
Safety  Network  [ASN]  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace,  Forbes  ANGS  would 
comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate,  should  they 
be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 
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To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  ineludes  all  faeets  of  flight  operations  and  eomprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistic.  These  factors  should  minimize  risk  associated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  39  percent  190  ARW 
operations  (17  percent  in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  airfield  operations 
compared  to  existing  conditions.  Even  after  the  proposed  increase,  however,  the  total  airfield 
operations  would  remain  fewer  than  many  of  the  state’s  other  commercial  airfields,  including 
Salina  Regional  Airport,  Hutchinson  Municipal  Airport,  Philip  Billard  Municipal  (Topeka) 
Airport,  and  New  Century  (Olathe)  AirCenter  (FAA  2013).  This  increase  in  take-offs,  landings, 
proficiency  training,  and  other  flights  would  result  in  a  commensurate  increase  in  the  safety  risk 
to  aircrews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  increase  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  opportunity 
for  aircraft  mishaps,  including  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expected  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expected  to  change  from  current  conditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
commercial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates,  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  technological 
improvements,  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  have  a  similar  safety  record.  In  addition, 
current  airfield  safety  procedures  discussed  previously  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and 
additional  airfield  flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  procedures  (190  ARW 
2012b).  In  addition,  KC-46A  aircrews  would  be  required  to  follow  applicable  procedures 
outlined  in  the  190  ARW  BASH  Plan  (2012);  adherence  to  this  program  has  minimized 
bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flights  and 
some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed  pattern  work).  Furthermore,  special 
briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  greater  bird/wildlife  strike  risks 
within  the  airspace;  KC-46A  pilots  would  also  be  subject  to  these  procedures. 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aircraft  accident  or  BASH  mishap  to  occur  in  the  local  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  civilians  to  be  impacted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vicinity  of 
Forbes  Field  Airport  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #1  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
officer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergency  situations.  Records  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  such  circumstances  are  rare,  occurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
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have  the  capability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
capability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  which  could  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  certain  circumstances.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  costly 
inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 1.3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  39  percent  increase  in  actual  190  ARW  airfield  operations  (17  percent  increase 
in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  with  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and 
BASH  potential.  Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques. 
During  construction,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict 
adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities.  Impacts  to  safety 
would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

4,1,4  Soils  and  Water 

4. 1.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #1,  new  construction  would  consist  of  four  separate  projects  resulting  in  up  to 
258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of  new  construction  footprint  and  no  new  impervious  surface.  There  are 
two  construction  scenarios  for  the  aircraft  conversion  under  consideration;  only  one  of  these 
options  for  each  project  would  be  implemented.  The  total  construction  footprint  analyzed 
represents  the  largest  possible  footprint  of  each  of  the  options  (Table  2.3-5).  These  proposed 
construction  projects  would  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility 
Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #1  would  occur  on  Ladysmith  silty  clay  loam  (0  to  1 
percent  slopes).  This  soil  type  is  rated  by  the  NRCS  Web  Soil  Survey  as  very  limited  for  roads 
and  small  commercial  building  development  due  to  high  shrink  swell  potential,  low  strength, 
ponding,  frost  action,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013).  In  addition,  this  soil  is 
designated  as  Prime  Farmland  under  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act.  However,  there  would 
be  no  new  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #1  and  construction  would  occur  on 
previously  paved  ground.  In  addition,  as  the  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and 
the  surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does 
not  apply  to  this  alternative. 
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To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and 
sedimentation  during  construction  activity,  standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the 
190  ARW  SWPPP  (190  ARW  2012a)  would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the 
construction  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the  use  of  well-maintained  silt  fences  or  straw 
wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of 
earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of  soil  stockpiles,  as  appropriate.  A 
site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  activities  with  the 
installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while 
soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of 
Kansas  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  General  Permit  for  Stormwater  Runoff  from  Construction 
Activities  (General  Permit  No.  S-MCST-0312-1)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects. 
Construction  activities  subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the 
ground  such  as  stockpiling  or  excavation.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and 
appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  earth  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of 
Alternative  #1  would  be  minimal. 

4. 1.4. 2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  up  to  258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of 
temporary  soil  disturbance  from  the  proposed  facility  construction;  however,  there  would  be  no 
increase  in  impervious  surface  (Figure  4. 1.4-1).  In  accordance  with  UFC  3-2I0-I0,  Low  Impact 
Development  (LID)  (as  amended,  2010)  and  Energy  and  Independence  Security  Act  (EISA) 
Section  438,  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would 
be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features. 
However,  EISA  does  not  apply  in  this  instance  since  there  would  be  no  increase  in  impervious 
surface.  Temporary  soil  disturbance  could  result  in  localized  increases  in  total  suspended 
particulates  to  nearby  surface  waters.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  associated  with  erosion, 
runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  as  described  above  and  in  the  190 
ARW  SWPPP  (190  ARW  2012a)  would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the  construction 
period.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that 
impacts  to  surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  would  be  minimal. 

4 . 1 .4 . 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  no  increase  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  as 
a  result  of  proposed  construction.  Therefore,  impacts  to  groundwater  would  be  negligible. 
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4. 1.4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  construction  activities  at  the  installation  would  not  occur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  such,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4. 1 .4.5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  approximately  5.9  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance  and  no  new  impervious 
surface  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  associated  with 
erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  would  be  implemented.  In 
addition,  as  the  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the  surrounding  land  is  already 
in  urban  development,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative. 
Therefore,  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  would  be  negligible. 

4.1.5  Biological  Resources 

4. 1.5.1  Vegetation 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  Alternative  #1  at  the  190  ARW  installation  would 
occur  on  currently  paved  areas  and  would  not  result  in  an  increase  of  impervious  surfaces. 
Therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation. 

4. 1.5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #1,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  construction  would  be  minor.  Noise  and  human 
activity  associated  with  construction  could  evoke  reactions  to  wildlife,  including  those  that  are 
protected  under  the  MBTA,  and  may  cause  them  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area.  Disturbed  nests 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to  abandonment  and 
depredation.  A  study  conducted  by  Strasser  and  Heath  (2013)  suggested  that  cavity  nesting 
birds,  such  as  kestrels,  who  inhabit  noisy  environments  may  compensate  for  decreased  auditory 
cues  by  increasing  vigilance  behavior,  leading  to  changes  in  energy  allocation  or  extended 
periods  away  from  the  nest  during  incubation.  This  behavior  appeared  to  be  followed,  at  a  high 
rate,  by  nest  abandonment.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport 
where  project  components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft 
and  general  military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  noise  are 
expected  to  be  minimal  because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under 
existing  conditions  and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and 
temporary  nature  of  the  proposed  construction  and  modiflcations. 

Under  Alternative  #1,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  proposed  operations  would  be  minor. 
Operational  noise  levels  would  be  expected  to  decrease  slightly  from  baseline  with  the 
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conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard 
associated  with  military  aircraft  training.  Under  Alternative  #1,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in 
the  same  airfield  environment  as  the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at 
Forbes  Field  Airport  would  be  projeeted  to  inerease  by  approximately  39  percent  over  the 
KC-135  baseline  operations  (17  pereent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  inerease  in 
airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  inereased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to 
oceur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Adherence  to  the  existing  BASH  program  would 
minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes  (see  Seetion  4.1.3,  Safety).  The  190  ARW  has 
developed  procedures  designed  to  minimize  the  occurrenee  of  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes,  and 
has  doeumented  detailed  proeedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  plaeed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some  types  of 
training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaehes,  closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment.  Speeial 
briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  inereased  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  within  the  airspaee. 

4. 1.5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  special  status  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  Forbes  Field  Airport  and  there  is  only 
a  low  potential  for  them  to  oeeur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  In  addition,  noise 
levels  would  be  expected  to  deerease  slightly  from  baseline  with  the  eonversion  to  the  KC-46A 
aireraft.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  no  effect  to  special  status  species.  The 
USFWS  Kansas  Ecologieal  Serviees  Field  Offiee  stated  in  a  letter  sent  on  Mareh  13,  2014  that 
they  have  no  eoncerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action. 

4. 1.5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  oceur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #1. 

4. 1.5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wetlands  under  this  alternative.  Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational  noise  would  be  imperceptibly  beneficial  due  to  the  slight  decrease  in 
noise.  A  39  pereent  inerease  in  190  ARW  (17  percent  inerease  in  total)  airfield  operations  may 
result  in  a  slight  inereased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes  to  oceur,  including  those 
with  migratory  birds.  Impaets  to  wildlife  due  to  eonstruetion  would  be  negligible.  No  speeial 
status  speeies  or  eritical  habitat  is  known  to  occur  on  Forbes  Field  Airport;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  impacts  to  these  species. 
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4.1,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,242  to  1,436  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation, 
which  lack  cultural  resources. 

4. 1 .6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

Based  on  previous  archaeological  surveys  that  identified  no  archaeological  resources,  the 
installation  is  considered  to  have  low  to  no  potential  of  containing  buried  archaeological 
resources  (KS  ANG  2008).  The  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  with  these  findings  (Zollner  2008, 
2013).  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  are  identified  during 
construction,  the  190  ARW  would  immediately  cease  all  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery 
and  contact  the  190  ARW  Environmental  Manager  who  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist 
to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Because  there  are  no  significant  archaeological  resources  (prehistoric 
or  historic)  on  the  190  ARW  installation,  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  would  have  no 
impact  to  archaeological  resources. 

4. 1.6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Two  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  alteration  (Hangars  662  and  665)  are  not  eligible  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP  (Zollner  2008).  The  third  building  (Building  679)  is  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP. 
However,  Building  679  has  been  demolished  and  completely  rebuilt.  These  actions  were 
mitigated  by  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the  Kansas  SHPO,  Kansas  ANG,  and  190 
ARW  for  a  previous  project  (Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  et  al.  2009).  The  current 
proposed  Alternative  #1  would  not  affect  the  existing  agreement.  The  interpretive  display 
located  in  the  entry  corridor  of  the  new  building  that  was  the  major  component  of  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  would  not  be  altered  (KS  ANG  2010).  Therefore,  the  NGB  has 
determined  that  there  would  be  no  effect  to  historic  properties  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  Kansas  SHPO  concurs  that  no  historic  properties  would  be  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action 
(see  Zollner  2013  in  Appendix  B3).  Therefore,  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  would  have 
no  impact  to  architectural  resources. 

4. 1 .6.3  Traditional  Resources 

There  are  no  known  traditional  resources  on  the  190  ARW  installation.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  the  installation,  it  is  considered  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional  resources 
located  at  the  190  ARW.  Government-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  was  conducted 
with  each  federally-recognized  Tribe  in  recognition  of  their  status  as  sovereign  nations,  and  to 
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provide  information  regarding  tribal  concerns  per  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  as  well  as  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on  or  near 
the  installation.  Two  responses  from  federally-recognized  tribes  have  been  received  (the  Kaw 
Nation  and  the  Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes).  The  Kaw  Nation  and  the  Wichita  and  Affiliated 
Tribes  stated  that  they  have  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Letters  and  written 
correspondence  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  and  emails  in  an  effort  to 
increase  accessibility  and  encourage  communication  in  the  event  a  Tribe  would  have  any 
concerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action  or  land  below  the  affected  or  proposed  airspace  areas. 
Correspondence  sent  to  the  tribes  and  follow-up  efforts  are  located  in  Appendix  B2.  Additional 
efforts  were  made  to  contact  non-responsive  tribes  without  success  (see  Appendix  B2).  While  the 
NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes  and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes,  Section  106  consultation  on 
the  KC-46A  MOB  2  proposed  alternative  at  Forbes  ANGS  is  now  complete. 

4. 1 .6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  be  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of 
the  installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
archaeological  resources  are  known.  Interior  modifications  to  Building  679  would  not  affect  the 
NRHP-eligibility  of  the  building.  Other  architectural  resources  are  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
NRHP.  The  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  with  the  determination  that  no  historic  properties 
would  be  affected  (Zollner  2013).  No  traditional  resources  are  known  to  occur  at  the  installation. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural  resources  at  the  190  ARW  installation  are  anticipated  under 
Alternative  #1. 

4.1,7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #1  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4. 1.7-1  and  Figure  4. 1.7-1,  areas  outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  55  acres,  overall.  By  zoning  districts,  the 
PUD  area  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  approximately  3  acres; 
Industrial  areas  would  decrease  by  approximately  8  acres;  and  Residential  Reserve  areas  would 
decrease  by  approximately  42  acres.  No  houses,  churches,  schools,  or  other  known  noise 
sensitive  receptors  would  be  located  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour.  Therefore, 
Alternative  #1  is  compatible  with  current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  and  would  result  in 
minor  beneficial  impacts.  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  can  be 
found  in  Section  4.1.1,  Noise. 
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Table  4,1,7-1,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 

Forbes  Field  Airport  Boundary 


Land  Use 

Baseline  Total 
(acres) 

Proposed  Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 
(acres) 

Planned  Unit  Development 

24.0 

21.4 

-2.6 

Industrial 

36.0 

28.3 

-7.7 

Residential  Reserve 

97.4 

55.4 

-42.0 

Non-designated 

8.1 

5.8 

-2.3 

Total  Area 

165.5 

110.9 

-54.6 

4 . 1 . 7 . 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

While  the  number  of  total  annual  airfield  operations  would  increase  by  4,110  (17  pereent),  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  decrease  by  41  acres  (55  acres 
off  airport  property).  Current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  would  not  change  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would  be  compatible  with  current  land  use  and  zoning 
designations  and  would  result  in  impereeptibly  beneficial  impacts  by  reducing  the  off-airport 
areas  currently  exposed  to  noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas 
would  not  be  affeeted. 
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4.1,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4. 1.8.1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #1  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  181  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
control  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 1.8. 2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  181 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4. 1.8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  up  to  258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbance 
and  no  new  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  proposed  construction.  The  proposed  construction 
activities  could  temporarily  impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.1.4,  Soils  and 
Water)-,  however,  through  implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices  (as 
described  previously),  preventative  maintenance,  and  periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect 
risk  to  stormwater,  especially  during  active  construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected 
to  the  existing  stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

4. 1 .8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  Alternative  #1 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 
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Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #1  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impaets  would  be  temporary,  oceurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  eleetrieity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construetion  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4. 1.8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  construeted  would  generate  construetion  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construetion  activities  would  result  in  approximately  258,149 
SF  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities.  Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA 
to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated  that  proposed  renovations  at  Forbes  ANGS 
would  generate  3,043,577  pounds  (1,522  tons)  of  renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal 
(USEPA  2009). 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construetion  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  The  Rolling  Meadows  Eandfill  has  a  remaining  life 
expectaney  of  15  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  321,000  tons  per  year  (Rolling  Meadows 
Waste  Management  2009).  The  1,522  tons  of  proposed  construction  debris  generated  at  Forbes 
ANGS  would  represent  approximately  0.5  pereent  of  the  yearly  capacity  of  the  landfill.  In 
addition,  Shawnee  County  has  a  remaining  municipal  solid  waste  eapacity  of  20-40  years 
(Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment  2010).  Impacts  to  local  landfills  would  not  be 
expeeted  to  exeeed  the  permitted  throughput  or  eontribute  significantly  to  the  remaining 
capaeity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projeets  at  the  190  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  aetivities. 
Contraetors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  reeyeled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  pereent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  colleeted  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  eomponents  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AFI  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 
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4. 1.8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respeetive  aetivity.  Construetion  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construetion  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  inereases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
inereases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  oecurring  only  during  aetive  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  1 8 1  under  Alternative 
#1  (see  Table  2.3-6).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  181  additional  one-way 
vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #1  would  add  an  additional  362  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construetion  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capaeity  to  manage  this  increase  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impacts  to  transportation  infrastructure 
would  not  be  signifieant  under  Alternative  #1 . 

4. 1.8. 7  Summary  of  Impaets 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  sinee  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  inereased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impaets 
to  infrastrueture  resulting  from  eonstruetion  would  be  negligible  since  any  interruption  of  utility 
serviees  or  increase  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 

4,1.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 . 1 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Program  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program. 
Training  aetivities  and  other  functions  would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A 
and  existing  KC-135  aireraft.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135  fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A 
aircraft  will  be  free  of  ozone  depleting  substances  (ODSs).  ODSs  were  typically  used  as  part  of 
the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aircraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would  no  longer  be  required 
under  Alternative  #1 . 
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The  KC-46A  aircraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aircraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aircraft  and  is  expected  to  need  less  maintenance 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  total  number  of  annual  flying  hours  for  the  190  ARW  would  increase 
from  4,868  to  8,040  (a  65  percent  increase);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances 
(e.g.,  fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from 
what  is  currently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.l,  for  more 
details).  Additionally,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the 
quantity  of  fuel  used  during  construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline) 
would  be  required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  electricity  and 
lighting  as  conditions  warrant.  Procedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for 
the  190  ARW  installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  associated  with 
Alternative  #1  and  as  required  during  all  construction  and  renovation  activities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #1,  additions  to  Hangars  662  and  665  are  proposed,  and  internal  renovations 
to  Building  679  are  proposed.  ACM  is  known  to  occur  in  Hangar  665  and  Building  679.  An 
LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  190  ARW  installation.  However,  Hangar  662  and 
665,  and  Building  669  were  constructed  prior  to  1978  and  therefore  may  contain  LBP.  Any 
structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP 
according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  All 
ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior  to  or  during  demolition  in  accordance 
with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be  managed  and  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  (TSCA),  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(OSHA)  regulations,  Kansas  requirements  (regarding  site  work  practices  for  buildings  with 
LBP),  and  established  ANG  procedures.  Materials,  especially  discarded  oil  products,  would  be 
screened  for  PCB  contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 1 .9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft,  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs.  Additionally,  the  two  aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their 
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maintenance  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #1,  the  total  number  of  flying 
hours  for  the  190  ARW  would  increase  approximately  65  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste 
streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  However,  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  streams  is  supportable  by  the  current 
infrastructure  at  the  installation.  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily 
rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Plan  and  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no 
changes  to  the  installation’s  small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to 
the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations. 

4. 1 .9.3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  accordance  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  construction, 
modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  can  occur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Accordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  consider  a  compatible  land  use  based  on  current  site  conditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cycle  costs  to  include  those  associated  with  impacts  from  existing  contaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  contamination  at  the  proposed  construction  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
locating  construction  projects  in  areas  with  contamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  necessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  accomplishing  environmental  impact 
analysis  process  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  conditions 
and  their  associated  cost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  facility  assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and 
site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Eiability  Act  (CERCEA)  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance 
with  applicable  state  laws  for  suspected  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project 
generates  actions  to  address  contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated 
actions  to  address  contamination,  the  costs  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration 
Account-eligible  and  shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  construction  project.  This  includes  the 
handling,  mitigation,  and  disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or 
during  the  construction  activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  encountered  within  the  construction 
project  footprint  during  the  execution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
construction  project  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  military 
construction  (MIECON)  funds  reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction 
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contractor  costs  (such  as  direct  delay  costs  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  ineidental  to 
discovery  and  removal  of  the  contamination  will  be  eonstruction  project  funded  to  the  extent  that 
the  government  is  responsible  and  liable  for  sueh  costs. 

Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  chemicals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  structures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  complete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physieal  properties,  volatile 
chemicals  can  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  located  near 
zones  of  subsurface  eontamination. 

One  site,  ERP  Site  8,  overlaps  with  a  portion  of  the  proposed  renovation  of  the  existing  pervious 
surfaees  on  the  parking  apron  (Figure  4. 1.9-1).  This  site  is  closed  and  monitoring  eonducted 
during  1990-1993  was  eompleted  with  no  contaminants  reported  above  detection  limits; 
therefore,  it  is  not  expected  to  pose  a  vapor  intrusion  coneem.  However,  it  is  reeommended  that 
a  vapor  intrusion  analysis/testing  is  eompleted  prior  to  construction  to  investigate  any  potential 
coneern.  If  testing  indieates  a  vapor  intrusion  eoneern,  the  installation  would  implement 
practices  in  aecordance  with  site-speeifie  vapor  mitigation  design  considerations. 

If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  encountered  during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construction  activities,  work  would  eease  until  190  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  aetion  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affeeted.  Also,  prior  to  construetion  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  eontamination 
so  that  they  can  inform  their  employees  in  advance  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
preeautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  eontamination.  The 
eonstruetion  eontraetors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

4. 1.9. 4  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  EBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  construction 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expected 
impaet  from  ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP  site  that  overlaps  proposed  eonstruetion  is  closed.  However, 
if  contaminated  media  were  encountered  during  the  eourse  of  site  preparation  or  site 
development,  work  would  cease  until  190  ARW  Program  Managers  establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  aetion  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that  federal  and  state  ageney  notification 
requirements  are  met.  Impaets  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
4-26  Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Forbes  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


0  ISO  Figure  4.1.9-1.  ERP  Sites  and 

0  p  ^  600  Proposed  Construction  in  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 

Source:  190ARW2005. _ 


WARM  UP  AREA 
(see  inset  ot  /eft  for  location) 


9TH  N  STREET 


fc 

LU 

al 

^  H 


LEGEND 

Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Paved  Roadway/Parking 

Airfield  Surface 

Existing  Facility 

Fencelinc 

Surface  Water 

ERP  Site 

Existing  Fuel  Hydranl/l^inc 
Proposed  Facility  Addition  -  Option  1 
Proposed  Facility  Addition  -  Options  1  and  2 
Proposed  Facility  Addition  -  Option  2 
Proposed  Rump  Modificatious 


^  Renovation  of  Existing  Impervious 


Surface  -  Option  1 

Renovation  of  Existing  Impervious 
Surface  -  Option  2 

Notes:  Project  numbers  (@)  correspond  to  those 
presented  in  Table  2.3-5. 

Internal  renovation  projects  not  shown. 


A 

N  r  =  8.000' 


.tCTHld 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Forbes  ANGS 


4-27 


Final  -  June  2014 


4,1,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #1,  construction  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Forbes  Field  Airport.  Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  at 
the  190  ARW  installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short¬ 
term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting 
from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  190  ARW.  Currently,  the  190  ARW  is  authorized  1,242  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #1,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  194  military  positions  (increase  in 
212  full-time  positions  and  reduction  of  18  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table  2.3-6). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  264  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.1 
percent  of  Shawnee  County  population.  Of  the  264  family  members,  approximately  114  would 
be  anticipated  to  be  of  school  age.  The  students  entering  the  local  schools  would  be  expected  to 
be  enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within  Shawnee  County.  It  is  anticipated 
that  there  is  enough  capacity  within  the  schools  in  Shawnee  County  to  absorb  this  minimal 
increase  in  school  age  children. 

An  increase  in  194  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 
16  percent  to  the  existing  190  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  212  additional 
full-time  personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately  $16 
million  for  full-time  employees. 

All  190  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on- installation  housing.  A 
conservative  scenario  would  result  in  194  homes  purchased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel 
relocate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.2  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in 
Shawnee  County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own 
homes. 

4.1.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 
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4.1.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.1.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  no  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low- 
income  populations,  located  within  the  vieinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
above.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income 
populations  in  the  vieinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport. 

4.1.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  faeilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  eneountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  are  no  off-installation  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  that  are  exposed  to 
65  dB  DNL  or  above.  Under  Alternative  #1  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through  Grade 
12  schools  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or  above.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #1  there  would  be  no 
special  health  or  safety  risks  to  ehildren. 

4.1.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Given  that  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  would  be  reduced,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  and  no  additional 
sehools  loeated  within  the  vieinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or  above;  thus, 
there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vieinity 
of  Forbes  Field  Airport.  In  addition,  there  would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 
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4.2  Alternative  #2  ~  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

4.2.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #2  are  considered  and  compared  with  baseline  conditions  to  assess  potential  impacts. 
Details  of  the  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  this  alternative  were  generated  using  the  NOISEMAP  computer 
model  and  represent  the  most  current  noise  data  available  for  establishing  baseline  conditions 
and  for  which  to  analyze  changes  to  the  noise  environment  in  the  McGuire  Field  ROI.  The  DNL 
noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #2  were  also  generated  using  NOISEMAP 
through  the  removal  of  all  KC-135  operations  and  the  insertion  of  the  proposed  KC-46A 
operations  using  the  substitute  KC-46A  noise  data  and  flight  profile  data  provided  by  AFCEC 
and  applying  the  data  to  the  current  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures. 

4.2. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #2,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  JB  MDL,  replacing  the  current  8  KC-135 
aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the  airfield  and 
KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks,  altitude  profdes) 
currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue  to 
practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or  descends  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews  for  operations  in 
forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not  controlled  by  friendly 
forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is  currently  being  flown  with 
the  KC-135.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns, 
including  tactical  procedures;  however,  most  tactical  procedures  would  be  accomplished  in  the 
simulator  or  at  other  locations  away  from  JB  MDL.  The  percentage  of  aircraft  operations 
occurring  during  the  night  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  would  decrease  from  that  in  the  baseline 
conditions.  Under  Alternative  #2,  JB  MDL  would  have  an  increase  in  flying  hours  generating  an 
increase  in  KC-46A  airfield  operations. 

Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #2,  the  108  WG  would  have  an  increase  in 
total  flying  hours  resulting  in  1,508  sorties  being  flown  at  McGuire  Field.  This  would  be  an 
increase  of  81  percent  over  the  baseline  834  sorties  identified  in  the  McGuire  Field  Noise  Study 
(it  is  assumed  that  the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions 
would  be  flown  at  McGuire  Field  under  this  alternative)  (JB  MDL  2013a).  Based  on  1,508 
annual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of  1 1.68  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  17,608 
annual  home-station  operations,  or  an  additional  9,268  airfield  operations  annually  at  McGuire 
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Field  (an  increase  of  111  percent  for  the  108  WG,  and  15  percent  increase  in  total  JB  MDL 
annual  operations)  (Table  4.2. 1-1).  This  would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations 
from  23  to  48.  The  108  WG  KC-46A  operations  would  be  approximately  24  percent  of  all 
aircraft  operations  at  the  airfield. 


All  operations  would  remain  as  described  under  existing  conditions  (with  the  exception  of  a 
decrease  in  published  night  operations  [JB  MDL  2013a]);  however,  the  KC-135  would  be 
replaced  by  the  KC-46A.  There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and 
tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed 
as  documented  in  Section  3. 2. 1.4. 


Table  4,2, 1-1,  McGuire  Field  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

KC-46A 

8,047 

764 

7,863 

934 

15,910 

1,698 

17,608 

Other  Aircraft^ 

18,803 

8,316 

15,855 

11,293 

34,658 

19,609 

54,267 

Total 

26,850 

9,080 

23,718 

12,227 

50,568 

21,307 

71,875 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  Based  aircraft  and  Transient  Aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  KC-10,  C-17,  and  C-32. 


KC-135  aircraft  operations  per  average  annual  day  (arrivals  and  departures  [2.28]  and  closed 
patterns  [9.14])  would  increase  with  the  KC-46A  to  11.6  arrivals  and  departures  and  12.5  closed 
patterns/day.  There  would  be  approximately  10  percent  of  the  KC-46A  airfield  operations  flown 
during  environmental  night.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  JB 
MDL  would  not  change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change 
to  any  other  aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition. 

Figure  4.2. 1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion  from 
the  current  8  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.2. 1-2  compares  baseline  noise 
contours  with  Alternative  #2  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all  current  based 
and  transient  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  2012  JB  MDL  noise  update.  Table  4.2. 1-2  shows 
changes  to  the  acreage  of  land  within  each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #2. 


Table  4,2, 1-2,  Land  Areas  witbin  DNL  Contours  at  JB  MDL  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #2 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #2  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dB  DNL) 

On  Base 

Off  Base 

Total 

On  Base 

Off  Base 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

1,375 

311 

1,686 

1,943 

661 

2,604 

918 

70-75 

1,186 

21 

1,207 

1,636 

90 

1,726 

519 

75-80 

370 

0 

370 

655 

0 

655 

285 

80-85 

222 

0 

222 

253 

0 

253 

31 

>85 

76 

0 

76 

154 

0 

154 

78 

Total 

3,229 

332 

3,561 

4,641 

751 

5,392 

1,831 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 
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Under  Alternative  #2,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  expand  slightly  in  all  directions  from  the 
baseline  DNL  noise  contours.  Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and 
greater  exposure  area  would  increase  by  approximately  1,831  acres,  or  51  percent,  but  would 
remain  primarily  on  McGuire  Field  with  approximately  751  of  these  acres  off  the  base  property 
(an  increase  of  419  acres  off  base).  Information  regarding  number  of  people  residing  in  this  area 
can  be  found  in  Section  4.2.11,  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children',  and 
information  regarding  the  area  of  residential  use  is  located  in  Section  4.2.7,  Land  Use. 

Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #2  would 
increase  slightly  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  would  be  an  expected  48  additional 
individuals  living  in  residences  exposed  to  levels  above  a  DNL  of  65  dB. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1-1  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEL  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while 
take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #2,  flights  would  be 
scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with 
less  than  10  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7 
a.m.). 

Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.2. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  JB  MDE  that  falls  within  the  80+  dB 
DNE  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with  these 
areas.  In  addition,  the  on-base  housing  area  lies  outside  of  the  65  dB  DNL  contour;  therefore, 
there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with  these  areas. 

4. 2. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  temporary  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with 
construction  activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning 
EY  2015).  Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from 
the  source  (EHWA  2006)  (see  Appendix  C,  Noise,  Section  A.  1.2. 2).  Aviation-related  activities 
at  JB  MDE  dominate  the  local  noise  environment.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility 
construction  would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield 
and  would  be  only  temporary.  Therefore,  impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #2  would 
be  negligible. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


4-34 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

JBMDL 


Final  -  June  2014 


4.2. 1 .3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  would  inerease  by  9,268  (111  pereent  inerease  in  108 
WG  operations,  15  pereent  inerease  in  total  airfield  operations),  and  the  aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise  eontour  would  inerease  by  1,831  aeres.  Of  this  inerease  in  aereage,  419 
aeres  would  be  off  DoD-eontrolled  property.  There  would  be  no  potential  for  hearing  loss  off 
the  airport  and  only  a  slight  inerease  in  the  pereent  of  the  population  highly  annoyed. 
Construetion  noise  would  be  loealized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise 
environment.  Impaets  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,2.2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruetion  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  108  WG 
installation.  The  estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in 
emissions  between  existing  aireraft  operations  and  projeeted  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
JB  MDL  were  reviewed  for  signifioanee  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major  sourees  for 
attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  nonattainment 
pollutants.  Beeause  the  projeet  region  within  Burlington  and  Oeean  eounties  are  part  of  the 
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantie  City  nonattainment  area  for  O3  (marginal  nonattainment),  and 
is  a  maintenanee  area  for  PM2.5  and  CO,  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3  preeursors 
NOx  and  VOCs,  PM2.5,  and  CO  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential  signifieanee  of  the 
emissions  from  the  KC-46A  eonversion.  For  attainment  pollutants  PMio  and  SO2,  the  PSD 
threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for  GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential 
signifieanee  of  the  emissions  from  Alternative  #2. 

4.2.2. 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sourees  assoeiated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  the  108  WG  installation 
inelude  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenanee/testing  of  aireraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite 
POV  eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  ineluding  non-road  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  souree  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  ealeulate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Eaetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  eurrently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  (AECEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aireraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  oeeur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typieal  depth  of  the  atmospherie  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aireraft  emissions  would  affeet  ground-level  pollutant  eoneentrations. 
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Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  total  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using  emission 
factors  for  vehicles  from  AFCEC  2013. 

Table  4.2.2- 1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  108  WG  installation.  Table  4.2.2- 1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  JB  MDE.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 2.2-1,  the 
net  emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  except  NOx. 
Emissions  of  NOx  would  exceed  the  de  minimis  threshold,  and  this  alternative  would  therefore 
require  a  Conformity  Determination  under  the  General  Conformity  Rule  (Appendix  F). 

The  ANG  has  prepared  a  Draft  Conformity  Determination  that  demonstrates  that  emissions 
associated  with  Alternative  #2  would  be  within  the  SIP  NOx  emissions  budget  for  McGuire  AFB 
(now  JB  MDE),  should  this  alternative  be  selected.  The  ANG  is  coordinating  with  the  NJDEP 
regarding  the  2011  SIP  emissions  budget  and  the  proposed  increase  in  NOx  emissions  associated 
with  Alternative  #2  to  ensure  that  the  2011  budget  is  still  effective.  If  Alternative  #2  is  selected, 
it  is  anticipated  that  the  ANG  will  obtain  an  affirmative  General  Conformity  Determination  prior 
to  signing  of  the  ROD. 


Table  4,2,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 

108  WG  Installation 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

1A3 

0.39 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.07 

0.21 

0.12 

Total 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

7.59 

0.61 

0.53 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

26.19 

100.37 

294.03 

17.32 

1.13 

0.96 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.17 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.17 

0.02 

0.01 

POVs 

4.75 

126.34 

3.97 

0.09 

0.22 

0.12 

Total 

32.48 

231.97 

299.54 

17.58 

1.38 

1.11 

Net  Increase 

24.01 

70.19 

210.36 

9.99 

0.77 

0.58 

MOB  2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

2.83 

0.43 

2.36 

1.32 

1.26 

1.09 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

250 

250 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
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In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  under  Alternative 
#2  would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  aetivities  would  result  in  a  net 
inerease  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  ton  per  year. 


Table  4.2. 2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  JB  MDL,  along  with  the  net  inerease  in  eomparison  with  the  baseline.  As  shown  in 
Table  4.2. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 

Table  4,2,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  108  WG 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

20,450 

0.57 

0.64 

20,659 

AGE 

2,134 

0.06 

0.07 

2,157 

Engine  Tests 

231 

0.01 

0.01 

239 

POVs 

3,543 

0.00 

0.00 

3,543 

Total 

26,363 

0.63 

0.71 

26,597 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

47,195 

1.25 

1.41 

47,657 

AGE 

3,859 

0.11 

0.12 

3,900 

Engine  Tests 

459 

0.01 

0.01 

464 

POVs 

4,359 

0.00 

0.00 

4,359 

Total 

55,872 

1.37 

1.54 

56,379 

Net  Increase 

29,509 

0.74 

0.83 

29,782 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE 
=  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4.2. 2.2  Construetion  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  JB  MDL  would  require  eonstruetion  and  renovation  of  existing  airfield 
faeilities,  ineluding  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality  impaets  resulting  from 
the  proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  would  oecur  from  (1)  eombustion  emissions  from  heavy 
equipment  and  vehieles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation  of  equipment  on 
exposed  soil.  Table  4. 2.2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  eonstruetion  emissions  for  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at  JB  MDL.  As  shown  in  Table  4.2.2-3,  emissions  would  be 
below  the  PSD/tie  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 


Lor  eonstruetion  emissions  the  projeet  option  with  the  greatest  potential  to  emit  was  used  in  the 
analysis  (see  Table  2.3-1 1). 
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Table  4,2,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #2 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NO, 

VOC 

SO, 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

Total  CO 2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3333 

1.43 

2.28 

0.40 

0.04 

111 

1.77 

762.34 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

1.46 

2.32 

0.41 

0.04 

2.32 

1.80 

775.72 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Hangar  3322 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  -  New  Simulator  Building 

0.54 

0.85 

0.15 

0.02 

0.71 

0.63 

285.47 

Project  #5  -  Modifications  to  Existing 
Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

4.28 

10.18 

1.06 

0.51 

6.15 

3.00 

2,529.83 

Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel 

Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing 
Hydrants 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3.88 

Total  Option  1 

8.01 

16.11 

2.08 

0.62 

11.48 

7.23 

4,479.82 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

250 

250 

100 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


4.2. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  108  WG  installation  is  in  a  nonattainment  area  for  O3  (marginal  nonattainment),  and 
maintenance  area  for  CO  and  PM2.5,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  de  minimis  thresholds.  Impacts 
from  proposed  operational  emissions  would  be  less  than  signifieant  for  all  eriteria  pollutants, 
except  NOx,  which  would  be  above  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy.  A  conformity 
determination  must  be  prepared.  Operational  GHG  emissions  are  within  thresholds  in  the  PSD 
tailoring  rule.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational  HAP  emissions  are 
negligible. 

The  ANG  has  prepared  a  Draft  Conformity  Determination  that  demonstrates  that  emissions 
assoeiated  with  Alternative  #2  would  be  within  the  2011  SIP  NOx  emissions  budget  for  McGuire 
AFB  (JB  MDL),  should  this  alternative  be  selected.  The  ANG  is  coordinating  with  the  NJDEP 
regarding  the  2011  SIP  emissions  budget  and  the  proposed  increase  in  NOx  emissions  associated 
with  Alternative  #2  to  ensure  that  the  2011  budget  is  still  effeetive.  If  Alternative  #2  is  seleeted, 
it  is  anticipated  that  the  ANG  will  obtain  an  affirmative  General  Conformity  Determination  prior 
to  signing  of  the  ROD. 

4.2.3  Safety 

4.2.3. 1  Ground  Safety 

Existing  facilities  at  McGuire  Eield  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A  beddown 
requirements  (JB  MDE  2013b). 
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Proposed  renovation  and  infrastrueture  improvement  projeets  related  to  this  alternative  would 
not  penetrate  any  APZs  or  impaet  aireraft  take-off  or  landings  (JB  MDL  2013b).  New 
construetion  and  building  renovation  aetivity  would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety  risk  or 
obstruetions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as  those  that 
have  historieally  oecurred  at  JB  MDL.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow  established  loeal 
approaeh  and  departure  patterns.  Therefore,  flight  aetivity  and  subsequent  operations  would  not 
require  changes  to  APZs.  Planned  construction  at  JB  MDL  would  be  sited  to  be  in  compliance 
with  the  current  QD  arcs  and  no  unauthorized  construction  would  occur  within  the  proposed  QD 
arcs.  None  of  the  construction  or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  QD  arcs.  Per 
AFMAN  91-201,  Explosive  Safety  Standards,  there  would  be  no  public  transportation  route  or 
inhabited  building  located  within  the  proposed  QD  arcs.  No  explosives  would  be  handled  during 
construction  or  demolition  activities.  Therefore,  no  additional  risk  would  be  expected  as  a  result 
of  implementation  of  this  alternative. 

To  support  the  aircraft  beddown  at  JB  MDL,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures,  including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 2. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
have  been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in 
service  (Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft 
losses  (similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 
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Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affeet  navigable  airspaee,  JB  MDL  would  eomply 
with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate,  should  they  be 
seleeted  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  ineludes  all  faeets  of  flight  operations  and  eomprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
eomputer  programs  are  eommensurate  with  the  advaneements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistie.  These  factors  should  minimize  risk  assoeiated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  an  inerease  of  approximately  111  pereent  108  WG 
operations  (15  pereent  in  total  JB  MDL  airfield  operations)  for  the  Proposed  Aetion  eompared  to 
existing  conditions.  This  increase  in  take-offs,  landings,  profieiency  training,  and  other  flights 
would  result  in  a  eommensurate  inerease  in  the  safety  risk  to  airerews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  inerease  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  inerease  the  opportunity 
for  aireraft  mishaps,  ineluding  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expeeted  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expeeted  to  change  from  current  eonditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
eommereial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates,  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  teehnologieal 
improvements  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  have  a  similar  safety  record.  In  addition, 
current  airfield  safety  proeedures  discussed  previously  would  eontinue  to  be  implemented  and 
additional  airfield  flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  proeedures  (JB  MDL 
2010). 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aireraft  aeeident  or  BASH  mishap  to  oeeur  in  the  loeal  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  eivilians  to  be  impaeted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vieinity  of  JB 
MDL  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #2  are  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  eapability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dietates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
offieer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergeney  situations.  Reeords  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  sueh  eireumstanees  are  rare,  oeeurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  eapability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
eapability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  whieh  eould  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  eertain  eireumstanees.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  eostly 
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inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4.2. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  111  percent  increase  in  actual  108  WG  airfield  operations  (15  percent  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at  JB  MDL  with  a  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and  BASH  potential. 
Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures  would 
further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities.  Impacts  to 
safety  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

4.2,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.2.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #2,  new  construction  would  consist  of  six  separate  projects  resulting  in  up  to 
204,009  SF  (4.7  acres)  of  new  construction  footprint  and  up  to  104,884  SF  (2.4  acres)  of  new 
impervious  surface.  There  are  two  construction  scenarios  for  the  aircraft  conversion  under 
consideration;  only  one  of  these  options  would  be  implemented.  The  total  construction  footprint 
analyzed  represents  the  largest  possible  footprint  of  each  of  the  options  (Table  2.3-11).  These 
proposed  construction  projects  would  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #2  would  occur  primarily  on  Adelphia-Urban  land 
complex  (0  to  5  percent  slopes),  with  a  small  amount  (approximately  0.5  acre)  of  the  new 
construction  footprint  on  Sassafras  sandy  loam  and  Udorthents.  Adelphia-Urban  land  complex  is 
rated  by  the  NRCS  Web  Soil  Survey  as  somewhat  limited  for  small  commercial  building 
development  due  to  shrink-swell  potential  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  and  very  limited  for 
roadway  development  due  to  frost  action  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013).  In  addition. 
Sassafras  sandy  loam  (2  to  5  percent  slopes)  is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland  under  the 
Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act;  however,  only  3  percent  of  the  proposed  construction  footprint 
would  occur  on  this  soil  type.  The  proposed  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and 
the  surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development.  Pursuant  to  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  Act,  the  USAF  determined  that  the  land  is  not  farmland  subject  to  the  Farmland 
Protection  Policy  Act;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this 
alternative. 
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To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and 
sedimentation  during  construction  activity,  standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the 
108  WG  SWPPP  (USAF  School  of  Aerospace  Medicine  2010)  would  be  implemented  during 
and  following  the  construction  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the  use  of  well-maintained 
silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes, 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of  soil  stockpiles,  as 
appropriate.  A  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing 
activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is  an  effective  way  of 
controlling  erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  The  contractor 
would  also  submit  a  Burlington  County  Erosion  and  Sediment  Control  Plan  and  receive 
certification  of  the  plan  prior  to  commencing  site  work.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of 
New  Jersey  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  Construction  Activity  Stormwater  General  Permit 
(General  Permit  No.  NJ0088323)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects.  Construction 
activities  subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the  ground  such  as 
stockpiling  or  excavation.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate, 
would  ensure  that  impacts  to  earth  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2 
would  be  minimal. 

4. 2.4. 2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  a  maximum  of  104,884  SF  (2.4 
acres)  of  new  impervious  surface  from  the  proposed  construction  (Figure  4.2. 4-1).  This  could 
result  in  localized  increases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  increases  in 
total  suspended  particulates  to  nearby  surface  waters.  However,  in  accordance  with  FIFC  3-210- 
10,  FID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438,  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or 
permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  FID  design  concepts  incorporates 
site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development  runoff  rates  and 
volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  increases  in  impervious 
surface  area. 

Increased  runoff  and  peak  discharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  increases  to  impervious  surface  can 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  conveyance  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
culverts)  in  accordance  with  site-specific  engineering  standards  that  take  into  consideration  the 
influence  of  surface  water  drainage  within,  adjacent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  project.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surface  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  project 
would  avoid  or  minimize  conflicts  with  city,  county,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affecting  adjacent  properties  and/or  the  project  area  itself  Such  measures  could 
include; 
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•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space, 

•  installation  of  detention  basins  for  water  recharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  discharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  such  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
construction,  and 

•  directing  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2  would  be  minimal. 

4.2. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #2,  the  increase  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  (2.4  acres)  would 
also  result  in  a  decrease  in  groundwater  recharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  increase  in 
surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  construction  practices  as  described  above.  The 
integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space  into  project  design  would  further 
minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  due  to  increased  impervious  surface.  The  use  of  these 
features  would  also  increase  groundwater  recharge  through  direct  percolation  offsetting  the  loss 
of  pervious  surface  due  to  future  construction.  Additionally,  the  impervious  surface  area 
resulting  from  the  proposed  activities  would  not  be  one  continuous,  hardened  surface.  Rather, 
the  impervious  surfaces  would  occupy  several  smaller  areas,  which  would  further  minimize 
localized  impacts  to  groundwater  recharge. 

4.2. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  construction  activities  at  the  installation  would  not  occur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  such,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4.2. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  approximately  4.7  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance  and  2.4  acres  of  new 
impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts 
associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  would  be 
implemented.  In  addition,  as  the  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the 
surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not 
apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  would  be  negligible. 
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4.2,5  Biological  Resources 

4.2.5. 1  Vegetation 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  Alternative  #2  at  the  108  WG  installation  would 
primarily  occur  on  currently  paved  areas  or  actively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landscaped) 
areas.  In  addition,  approximately  0.15  acre  (6,700  SF)  of  forest  on  the  108  WG  installation  (< 
0.001  percent  of  the  total  forested  area  on  JB  MDL)  would  be  removed  in  order  to  build  the  new 
simulator.  However,  this  forested  area  is  a  small  isolated  fragmented  parcel,  and  provides 
limited  quality  wildlife  habitat.  Alternative  #2  would  result  in  an  increase  of  104,884  SF  (2.4 
acres)  of  impervious  surfaces.  Impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  minor  due 
to  the  lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  area. 

4.2.5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #2,  minor  impacts  to  wildlife  would  occur  as  a  result  of  construction.  Noise 
and  human  activity  associated  with  construction  could  evoke  reactions  to  wildlife,  including 
those  that  are  protected  under  the  MBTA,  and  may  cause  them  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area. 
Disturbed  nests  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to 
abandonment  and  depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  108 
WG  installation  where  project  components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  human  activity  and 
elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft  and  general  military  industrial  use.  In  addition,  to  the 
extent  possible,  construction  would  not  occur  during  the  breeding  season  for  grassland  birds 
(April  15  to  July  31).  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  are  expected  to  be  minimal 
because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions  and  would 
be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of  the  proposed 
construction  and  modifications.  Additionally,  any  tree  clearing  would  be  performed  outside  the 
migratory  bird  breeding  season  (March  15  to  July  31)  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  migratory  birds. 

Under  Alternative  #2,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  proposed  operations  would  be  minor.  DNL 
noise  contours  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  from  baseline  with  the  conversion  to  the 
KC-46A  aircraft;  however,  these  noise  levels  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the 
area  because  they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  existing  aircraft  and 
military  operations.  Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard  associated  with 
military  aircraft  training.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  the  same  airfield 
environment  as  the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  108  WG  would  be  projected  to 
increase  by  approximately  111  percent  over  the  KC-135  baseline  operations  (15  percent  increase 
in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  airfield  operations  would  increase  the  potential  for 
bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  occur.  The  108  WG  has  developed  procedures  designed  to 
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minimize  the  oecurrence  of  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes,  and  has  doeumented  detailed  procedures 
to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  Adherence  to  the 
existing,  effective  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  (see 
Section  4.2.3,  Safety).  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some 
types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment. 
Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  increased  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspace. 

4.2. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  the  108  WG  installation  and  there  is 
only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  Six  state 
listed  species  have  been  observed  on  McGuire  Field.  Grassland  habitat  located  within  the 
potential  ramp  expansion  area  could  provide  habitat  for  these  species.  However,  to  the  extent 
possible,  construction  would  not  occur  during  the  breeding  season  for  grassland  birds  (March  15 
to  July  31).  Operational  noise  levels  under  Alternative  #2  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly 
from  baseline  with  the  conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  flying 
profdes  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program  would  not  change.  As  shown  in 
Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs,  indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual 
landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the 
KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #2,  only  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  would  change;  there 
would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft  operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled 
for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with 
approximately  4  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and 
before  7  a.m.).  An  additional  419  acres  of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to 
DNE  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  However,  since  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are 
relatively  high  under  existing  conditions,  the  Proposed  Action  under  Alternative  #2  would  be 
unlikely  to  substantially  increase  enough  to  preclude  wildlife  from  utilizing  the  area  as  they 
currently  do.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  effect  to  federally  listed  species  and  impacts  to  state 
listed  species  would  be  minor  under  Alternative  #2.  The  USEWS  New  Jersey  Eield  Office  sent 
an  e-mail  on  September  27,  2013  stating  that  they  have  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.2. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #2. 
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4.2. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  vegetation  under  this  alternative  would  be  minor  due  to  the  laek  of  sensitive 
vegetation  in  the  project  area.  There  would  be  no  impaets  to  wetlands.  Impaets  to  wildlife  from 
operational  noise  would  be  expeeted  to  be  minor  due  to  the  slight  inerease  in  noise  and  the 
temporary  nature  of  construction.  A  111  percent  inerease  in  108  WG  (15  pereent  inerease  in 
total)  airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  inereased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  oecur,  ineluding  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  listed  species  or  eritieal 
habitat  is  known  to  oeeur  on  MeGuire  Field;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  impaets  to  federally 
listed  species.  Six  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  on  MeGuire  Field.  Impaets  to  state 
listed  speeies  would  be  minor. 

4,2,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  impaets  to  eultural  resourees  examined  in  this  analysis  inelude  effeets  to  arehaeologieal 
sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  eonstruetion  or  modifieation  to  buildings. 
Indireet  impaets  that  would  eome  from  an  inerease  in  personnel  from  1,329  to  1,616  neeessary 
for  the  KC-46A  beddown  would  be  negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  eonfmed  to  the 
developed  areas  on  the  installation,  whieh  laek  eultural  resourees. 

4.2.6. 1  Arehaeologieal  Resourees 

The  area  of  MeGuire  Field  was  oeeupied  during  the  late  eighteenth  through  early  twentieth 
eentury  by  rural  homesteads  outlying  the  nearby  towns  sueh  as  Pointville  and  Wrightstown. 
Both  Texas  Avenue  and  MeGuire  Road  lie  on  the  alignment  of  historie  roads  known  to  have 
been  used  as  through  routes  during  the  nineteenth  eentury.  However,  military  development  of 
Camp  Dix  Army  Airfield  in  the  early  twentieth  eentury,  as  well  as  Rudd  Field  and  MeGuire  Air 
Force  Base  during  the  mid  to  late  twentieth  eentury,  led  to  large  seale  disturbanee  of  previously 
oeeupied  historic  landscapes.  Nonetheless,  there  are  poekets  of  historie  arehaeologieal  resources 
extant  within  the  installation  boundaries  ineluding  the  three  NRHP  eligible  sites  mentioned  in 
Seetion  3.2.6.  None  of  these  sites  are  within  the  area  of  potential  disturbance  for  Alternative  #2. 
A  small  amount  of  eonstruetion  (0.15  aere)  for  a  new  simulator  building  off  of  Broidy  Road 
would  oeeur  in  a  stand  of  trees  near  this  developed  area.  This  area  was  the  loeation  of  barraeks 
in  the  1940s  and  1950s  and  likely  has  some  buried  foundations  dating  to  that  period.  However, 
those  barracks  remains  are  not  considered  eligible  to  the  NRHP  (Duryee  2013).  Therefore,  based 
on  previous  arehaeologieal  surveys  at  MeGuire  Field  and  the  historie  land  use  patterns  of  the 
installation,  the  area  of  proposed  eonstruetion  does  not  eontain  any  known  NRHP-eligible  sites 
and  this  area  is  eonsidered  to  have  a  low  potential  for  eontaining  buried  arehaeologieal  materials 
(87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2013).  In  the  unlikely  event  that  arehaeologieal  or  human 
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remains  are  identified  during  construction,  all  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  would  cease 
and  the  JB  MDL  Cultural  Resources  Manager  would  be  immediately  contacted  for  further 
instruction.  Because  the  108  WG  installation  has  been  inventoried  for  archaeological  resources 
and  no  such  resources  were  encountered  within  the  area  of  disturbance  of  Alternative  #2,  there 
would  be  no  impacts  to  archaeological  resources  (prehistoric  or  historic)  under  Alternative  #2. 
The  New  Jersey  SHPO  has  concurred  that  there  would  be  no  historic  properties  affected  under 
Alternative  #2  (Saunders  2013). 

4. 2. 6. 2  Architectural  Resources 

Alternative  #2  would  include  additions  to  Hangars  3333  and  3336  and  interior  renovations  to 
Hangar  3322.  Hangars  3333  and  3336  were  built  in  the  late  1990s  and  are  not  historic;  therefore, 
they  are  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP  as  they  are  not  yet  50  years  old  and  they  do  not  meet  criterion 
G  for  exceptional  significance  under  the  Cold  War  or  any  other  event.  Hangar  3322,  built  in 
1957,  was  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  in  2013  and  determined  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
NRHP  (JB  MDL  2013d).  The  New  Jersey  SHPO  concurred  that  there  would  be  no  historic 
properties  affected  under  the  proposed  action  and  that  Section  106  consultation  was  complete 
(see  Saunders  2013  in  Appendix  B3).  Therefore,  based  on  current  information,  there  would  be 
no  adverse  impact  to  Hangars  3333,  3336,  and  3322  under  Alternative  #2. 

4. 2. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  108  WG  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  much  of  the  installation,  it  is  considered  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional 
resources  located  at  the  108  WG.  Government-to-govemment  consultation  for  this  action  has 
been  conducted  with  the  Delaware  Nation  and  the  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians  in  recognition  of 
their  status  as  sovereign  nations.  This  consultation  also  provides  information  regarding  tribal 
concerns  per  Section  106  of  the  NRHP  and  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be 
present  on  or  near  the  installation.  The  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians  sent  a  response  on  October  4, 
2013  stating  that  their  review  indicated  no  religious  or  culturally  significant  sites  in  the  area  and 
that  they  have  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Obermeyer  2013  in  Appendix  B2).  The 
Delaware  Nation  stated  via  telephone  on  April  3,  2014  that  they  had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed 
Action.  The  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  tribes  and  will  continue  to  seek 
opportunities  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known/potential  interest  to  tribes. 

4.2. 6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  be  primarily  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the  installation  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements. 
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where  no  arehaeological  resources  are  known.  A  small  amount  of  construction  (0.15  acre)  for  a 
new  simulator  building  off  of  Broidy  Road  would  occur  in  a  stand  of  trees  near  this  developed 
area.  This  area  was  the  location  of  barracks  in  the  1940s  and  1950s  and  likely  has  some  buried 
foundations  dating  to  that  period.  However,  those  barracks  remains  are  not  considered  eligible  to 
the  NRHP  (Duryee  2013).  Therefore,  based  on  previous  archaeological  surveys  and  historic  land 
use  patterns  at  McGuire  Field,  the  area  of  proposed  construction  does  not  contain  any  known 
NRHP-eligible  archaeological  sites  and  is  considered  to  have  a  low  potential  for  containing 
buried  archaeological  materials.  The  New  Jersey  SHPO  has  concurred  that  there  would  be  no 
historic  properties  affected  under  Alternative  #2.  No  traditional  resources  have  been  identified. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated  at  the  108  WG  installation  under 
Alternative  #2. 

4,2.7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #2  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4.2.7- 1  and  Figure  4.2.7- 1,  areas  outside  of  JB  MDL  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNLs  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  increase  by  approximately  350  acres,  overall.  By 
zoning  districts.  Recreation  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  increase  by 
approximately  6  acres.  Agricultural  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  213  acres; 
Commercial  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  7  acres.  Residential  areas  would  increase  by 
approximately  2  acres.  Open  Space  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  109  acres,  and  non- 
designated  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  13  acres.  Areas  outside  of  the  airport 
boundaries  currently  exposed  to  DNL  of  70  dB  to  75  dB  would  increase  by  approximately  69 
acres,  overall.  By  zoning  districts.  Recreation,  Commercial,  and  other  non-designated  areas 
affected  by  DNL  of  70  dB  to  75  dB  would  remain  approximately  the  same;  Agricultural  areas 
would  increase  by  approximately  5 1  acres;  Residential  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  6 
acres,  and  Open  Space  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  1 1  acres. 
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Table  4,2,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 


McGuire  Field  Boundary 


65  dB  TO  70  dB  DNL 

70  dB  TO  75  dB  DNL 

Land  Use 

Baseline 

(acres) 

Proposed 

(acres) 

Change 

(acres) 

Baseline 

(acres) 

Proposed 

(acres) 

Change 

(acres) 

Total  Change 
(acres) 

Recreation 

<1 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

6 

Agricultural 

214 

427 

213 

10 

61 

51 

264 

Commercial 

2 

9 

7 

0 

<1 

<1 

7 

Residential 

13 

15 

2 

7 

13 

6 

8 

Open  Space 

73 

182 

109 

4 

16 

11 

119 

Non-designated 

9 

22 

13 

0 

<1 

<1 

13 

Total  Area 

311 

661 

350 

21 

90 

69 

419 
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Agricultural  areas  would  be  most  likely  to  be  exposed  to  inereases  in  noise  levels,  but  those 
levels  (60-75  dB  DNL)  would  remain  compatible  as  per  FICUN  standards  (Appendix  A,  Section 
A. 7).  An  additional  8  acres  of  residential  use  areas  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  above  65  dB, 
levels  considered  incompatible  as  per  FICLTN  standards.  With  the  exception  of  residences 
associated  with  48  additional  people,  no  churehes,  sehools,  or  other  known  noise  sensitive 
receptors  would  be  loeated  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour.  The  minimal  inerease  in 
ineompatible  noise  levels  would  result  in  minor  impacts  to  land  use.  A  more  detailed  diseussion 
of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  can  be  found  in  Section  4.2.1,  Noise. 

4.2.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  total  annual  airfield  operations  would  increase  by  9,268  (15  percent),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  off  DoD-controlled  property  would 
increase  by  419  aeres.  An  additional  8  aeres  of  residential  use  areas  would  be  exposed  to  DNL 
greater  than  65  dB.  Current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  would  not  ehange  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would  result  in  minor  adverse  impacts  due  to  an  increase 
in  off-airport  areas  (including  residential  areas)  exposed  to  noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  75 
dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affected. 

4,2,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.2.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #2  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  255  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
eontrol  dust)  eould  also  inerease  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expeeted  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 2. 8. 2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  255 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  faeilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 
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4.2. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  up  to  204,009  SF  (4.7  aeres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee 
as  a  result  of  proposed  eonstruetion.  The  proposed  eonstruetion  activities  could  temporarily 
impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.2.4,  Soils  and  Water)-,  however,  through 
implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices  (as  described  previously), 
preventative  maintenance,  and  periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to  stormwater, 
especially  during  active  construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected  to  the  existing 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

In  addition,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  up  to  104,884  SF  (2.4  acres)  of  new  impervious 
surface.  The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaces  would  potentially  increase  stormwater  runoff 
volume  and  peak  discharge  rates;  however,  as  discussed  in  further  detail  in  Section  4.2.4,  Soils 
and  Water,  stormwater  runoff  increases  would  be  managed  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site 
post-construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC 
3-210-10  and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts 
to  the  stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2  would  be 
minimal. 

4.2. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  Alternative  #2 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  EEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #2  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 
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4.2. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  204,009 
SF  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  104,884  SF  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
proposed  renovations  at  JB  MDL  would  generate  2,405,266  pounds  (1,203  tons)  of  renovation 
debris  requiring  landfdl  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  JB  MDL  would  generate 
455,197  pounds  (228  tons)  of  construction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the  total  amount  of 
construction  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  JB  MDL  would  be  1,431  tons. 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  The  Burlington  County  Resource  Recovery  Complex 
has  a  remaining  life  expectancy  of  5  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  360,000  tons  per  year 
(Burlington  County  2009).  The  1,507  tons  of  proposed  construction  debris  generated  at  JB  MDL 
would  represent  approximately  0.4  percent  of  the  yearly  capacity  of  the  landfill.  In  addition, 
Burlington  County  Resource  Recovery  Complex  has  room  for  expansion  to  meet  the  needs  for 
future  growth  (Burlington  County  2009).  Impacts  to  local  landfdls  would  not  be  expected  to 
exceed  the  permitted  throughput  or  contribute  significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  108  WG 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AEI  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4. 2. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however. 
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increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  oecurring  only  during  active  eonstruction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  255  under  Alternative 
#2  (see  Table  2.3-12).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  255  additional  one¬ 
way  vehiele  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  eaeh  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #2  would  add  an  additional  510  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
eonstruction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  aceess  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  loeated  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  inerease  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impaets  to  transportation  infrastructure 
would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #2. 

4.2. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impaets 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expeeted  sinee  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  faeilities  and  inereased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impacts 
to  infrastructure  resulting  from  construction  would  be  negligible  sinee  any  interruption  of  utility 
serviees  or  increase  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 

4,2,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 .2 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  activities  and  other  funetions 
would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aircraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typically  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aireraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  Alternative  #2. 

The  KC-46A  aireraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aireraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aireraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
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KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aireraft  and  is  expeeted  to  need  less  maintenanee 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  108  WG  would  increase  from 
3,687  to  8,040  (an  increase  of  118  percent);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances 
(e.g.,  fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from 
what  is  currently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  Additionally,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the 
quantity  of  fuel  used  during  construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline) 
would  be  required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  electricity  and 
lighting  as  conditions  warrant.  Procedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for 
the  108  WG  installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  associated  with 
Alternative  #2  and  as  required  during  all  construction  and  renovation  activities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #2,  additions  to  Hangars  3333  and  3336  are  proposed,  and  internal 
renovations  to  Hangar  3322  are  proposed.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  108  WG 
installation  in  2007.  According  to  the  2007  asbestos  report.  Hangar  3322  was  found  to  contain 
ACM  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic.  An  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  108 
WG  installation.  However,  Hangar  3322  was  constructed  prior  to  1978,  and  therefore  may 
contain  LBP.  Hangars  3333  and  3336  were  built  after  1978  and  therefore  are  assumed  to  contain 
no  LBP.  Any  structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for 
ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition 
activities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior  to  or  during  demolition  in 
accordance  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be  managed  and  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations.  State  of  New  Jersey  requirements  (regarding  site 
work  practices  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG  procedures.  Materials,  especially 
discarded  oil  products,  would  be  screened  for  PCB  contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 2. 9. 2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft,  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs.  Additionally,  the  two  aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their 
maintenance  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  total  number  of  flying 
hours  for  the  108  WG  would  increase  approximately  118  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste 
streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  However,  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  streams  is  supportable  by  the  current 
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infrastructure  at  the  installation.  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily 
rags,  ete.)  would  eontinue  to  be  managed  in  aeeordanee  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Plan  and  all  applieable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations.  Additionally,  no 
ehanges  to  the  installation’s  large  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expeeted  to  oeeur  due  to  the 
inerease  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aireraft  operations. 

4.2. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  aeeordanee  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  eonstruetion, 
modifieations  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  ean  oeeur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Aeeordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  eonsider  a  eompatible  land  use  based  on  eurrent  site  eonditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cyele  eosts  to  inelude  those  assoeiated  with  impaets  from  existing  eontaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  eontamination  at  the  proposed  eonstruetion  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
loeating  eonstruetion  projects  in  areas  with  eontamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  neeessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  aeeomplishing  environmental  impaet 
analysis  proeess  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  eonditions 
and  their  assoeiated  eost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  eonstruetion  projeet.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  aeeomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspeetions  undertaken  in  aeeordanee  with  the 
CERCEA  proeess,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  aeeordanee  with  applieable  state  laws  for 
suspeeted  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  eonstruetion  projeet  generates  aetions  to  address 
eontamination,  or  a  need  to  ehange  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  aetions  to  address 
contamination,  the  eosts  of  sueh  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Aeeount-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  eonstruetion  projeet.  This  ineludes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  eontamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  eonstruetion 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  eontamination  unexpeetedly  eneountered  within  the  eonstruetion 
project  footprint  during  the  exeeution  of  a  eonstruetion  projeet  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
eonstruetion  projeet  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MILCON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  eonstruetion  projeet.  Construetion  eontraetor  eosts  (sueh  as  direet 
delay  eosts  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  ineidental  to  diseovery  and  removal  of  the 
eontamination  will  be  eonstruetion  projeet  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  sueh  eosts. 
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Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  ehemieals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  struetures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  eomplete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physieal  properties,  volatile 
ehemieals  ean  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  loeated  near 
zones  of  subsurfaee  eontamination. 

One  of  the  ERP  Sites,  SS-39,  overlaps  with  a  portion  of  the  existing  fuel  hydrants  that  would  be 
eapped,  as  well  as  the  proposed  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  under  Alternative  #2  (Figure 
4.2. 9-1).  Remedial  investigation  is  on-going  with  this  site.  It  is  reeommended  that  a  vapor 
intrusion  analysis/testing  is  eompleted  prior  to  eonstruetion  to  investigate  any  potential  eoneem. 
If  testing  indieates  a  vapor  intrusion  eoneem,  the  installation  would  implement  praetiees  in 
aeeordanee  with  site-speeifie  vapor  mitigation  design  eonsiderations. 

If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  encountered  during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  constmction  activities,  work  would  cease  until  108  WG  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  constmction  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  constmction  activities, 
the  constmction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  contamination 
so  they  can  inform  their  employees  in  advance  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
constmction  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

4.2. 9.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  EBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  scheduled  for  constmction 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expected 
impact  from  ERP  sites.  Impacts  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 
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4,2,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #2,  construetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  JB  MDL.  Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  at  the  108  WG 
installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short-term  economic 
benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting  from 
construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  minor  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  108  WG.  Currently,  the  108  WG  is  authorized  1,329  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  287  military  positions  (increase  in 
231  full-time  positions  and  an  increase  of  56  traditional  Guard  position)  (see  Table  2.3-12). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  390  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.09 
percent  of  Burlington  County  and  0.07  percent  of  Ocean  County  (assumes  100  percent  of 
increase  in  off-base  population  living  in  each  county).  Of  the  390  family  members, 
approximately  156  would  be  anticipated  to  be  of  school  age.  The  students  entering  the  local 
schools  would  be  expected  to  be  enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within 
Ocean  and  Burlington  counties.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  is  enough  capacity  within  the  schools 
in  these  counties  to  absorb  this  minimal  increase  in  school  age  children. 

An  increase  in  287  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 
21.6  percent  to  the  existing  108  WG  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  231  full-time 
personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  total  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately  $21 
million. 

While  there  is  housing  located  on  JB  MDL,  currently  all  108  WG  personnel  live  off-installation. 
Under  Alternative  #2,  there  is  ample  on-base  housing  to  accommodate  the  199  new  active 
associate  personnel  should  they  choose  to  live  on  base.  However,  currently  only  20  percent  of 
active  duty  personnel  live  on  base.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  that  approximately  20  percent  of  the 
199  proposed  active  associate  personnel  (approximately  40  individuals)  and  their  families  would 
live  on  base.  This  could  in  turn  result  in  approximately  247  personnel  living  off  the  installation 
and  purchasing  247  homes  as  personnel  relocate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.2 
percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in  Burlington  County  and  less  than  0.1  percent  of  Ocean 
County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own  homes  and 
personnel  would  most  likely  be  distributed  between  the  two  counties. 
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4.2.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

4,2,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.2.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

As  presented  in  Table  4.2.11-1,  of  the  roughly  128  persons  (48  more  than  baseline)  that  would 
be  affected  by  a  DNL  above  65  dB,  approximately  23  would  be  minority  (18  percent).  This  is  an 
increase  of  1 1  people,  or  3  percent,  of  minorities  affected.  The  number  of  low-income  persons 
affected  by  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  would  be  approximately  6  (an  increase  of  2  people  and 
less  than  1  percent).  Overall,  the  number  of  persons  affected  by  a  DNL  of  65  dB  and  greater 
would  increase  slightly  under  this  alternative,  and  the  increase  in  the  percentage  of  minority  and 
low-income  persons  affected  would  be  minor.  Therefore,  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income 
populations  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  would  not  be  significant  and  there  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations. 


Table  4,2,11-1,  Population  within  Alternative  #2  Noise  Contours,  JB  MDL^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

77 

14 

18 

4 

5 

70-75 

51 

9 

18 

2 

4 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

128 

23 

18 

6 

5 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 

2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Sources:  USCB  2010b  and  2011c. 


4.2.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off- installation  sehools  that  are  exposed  to 
a  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  there  is  one  child  development  center  located  within  the  65 
dB  contour.  Under  Alternative  #2  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12 
sehools  exposed  to  a  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  the  ehild  development  center  that  is 
eurrently  under  the  65  dB  contour  would  be  loeated  under  the  70  dB  contour. 
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4.2. 1 1 .3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Although  the  acreage  and  the  number  of  persons  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours  would 
increase  slightly  under  this  alternative,  the  percentage  of  minority  and  low-income  persons 
affected  would  remain  approximately  the  same  as  baseline,  and  no  additional  schools  would  be 
located  within  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus,  there  would  be 
no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  and  no  special  health  or 
safety  risks  to  children. 
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4,3  Alternative  #3  —  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.3.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #3  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  to  assess  potential  impacts 
at  Portsmouth  lAP.  Details  of  the  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix 
A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

DNL  noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #3  were  generated  using  INM.  Based 
KC-135  operations  were  removed  and  replaced  with  KC-46A  operations  using  the  B-767-300 
and  the  standard  flight  profde  data  provided  with  INM  as  substitute  data  and  applying  the  data  to 
the  current  based  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures  (INM  does  not  have  a 
standard  profile  or  noise  curve  data  for  the  KC-46A).  Using  the  standard  flight  profile  data 
provided  for  this  substitute  aircraft  in  INM  provides  an  accurate  analysis  of  noise  contour 
comparisons  that  would  be  expected  with  the  new  KC-46A.  Flight  profiles,  flight  tracks,  and 
operational  procedures  currently  being  used  by  the  KC-135  were  used  in  this  INM  program. 

4. 3. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #3,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Pease  ANGS,  replacing  the  current  8 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield  and  the  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft 
climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews 
for  operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue 
to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures;  however,  most  tactical  procedures 
would  be  accomplished  primarily  in  the  simulator  or  at  other  locations  away  from  Portsmouth 
lAP. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  157  ARW  would  have  an  increase  in  flying  hours  generating  an 
increase  in  airfield  operations  by  2,700  from  6,140  to  8,840  operations  (a  44  percent  increase). 
Aircraft  operations  per  average  annual  day  (arrivals  and  departures  [1.68]  and  closed  patterns 
[6.73])  would  increase  under  Alternative  #3  to  2.42  arrivals  and  departures  and  9.7  closed 
patterns/day.  The  percentage  of  157  ARW  aircraft  operations  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  would  remain  at  the  same  4  percent  as  under  baseline  conditions.  The 
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total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Portsmouth  lAP  would  not  change  from 
previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change  to  any  other  aircraft  types  or 
aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition  (Table  4.3. 1-1). 


Table  4,3, 1-1,  Portsmouth  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

NighP 

Day 

Nighf 

Total' 

KC-46A 

4,231 

189 

4,231 

189 

8,462 

378 

8,840 

Other  Aircraft^ 

14,541 

1,094 

14,853 

782 

29,394 

1,876 

31,270 

Total 

18,772 

1,283 

19,084 

971 

37,856 

2,254 

40,110 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Lear  25,  35, 


and  Airbus  319. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 

Figure  4.3. 1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion  from 
the  current  8  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.3. 1-2  compares  baseline  noise 
contours  with  Alternative  #3  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all  transient 
aircraft,  and  general  and  commercial  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  most  current  Portsmouth 
lAP  2012  noise  modeling  update.  Table  4.3. 1-2  shows  changes  to  the  acreage  of  land  within 
each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #3. 


Table  4,3, 1-2,  Land  Areas  within  DNL  Contours  at  Portsmouth  lAP  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #3 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #3  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dBDNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

Til 

0 

Til 

334 

4 

338 

101 

70-75 

81 

0 

81 

101 

0 

101 

21 

75-80 

16 

0 

16 

27 

0 

27 

11 

80-85 

1 

0 

1 

3 

0 

3 

2 

>85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

334 

0 

334 

465 

4 

469 

135 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 
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Under  Alternative  #3,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  expand  slightly  in  all  directions  from  the 
baseline  DNL  noise  contours.  Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and 
greater  exposure  area  would  increase  by  approximately  135  acres,  or  40  percent,  but  would 
remain  primarily  on  airport  property  with  approximately  4  of  these  acres  off  the  airport  property. 
Information  regarding  number  of  people  residing  in  this  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.3.11, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children',  and  information  regarding  the  area  of 
residential  use  is  located  in  Section  4.3.7,  Land  Use. 

Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #3  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  DNL65  dB. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEL  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while 
take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #3,  only  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft 
operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the 
morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.3. 1-1,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Portsmouth  lAP  that  falls  within  the  80+ 
dB  DNE  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with 
these  areas. 

4. 3. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with  construction 
activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning  EY  2015). 
Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the  source 
(EHWA  2006)  (see  Appendix  C,  Noise,  Section  A.  1.2. 2).  Aviation-related  activities  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  dominate  the  local  noise  environment.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility 
construction  would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield. 
Therefore,  impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  negligible. 
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4. 3. 1.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  would  inerease  by  2,700  (44  pereent  inerease  in  157 
ARW  operations,  7  pereent  inerease  in  total  airfield  operations),  and  the  aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  eontour  would  inerease  by  135  acres.  Of  this  inerease  in  aereage,  4 
aeres  would  be  off  airport-eontrolled  property.  There  would  be  no  potential  for  hearing  loss  off 
the  airport  and  no  inerease  in  the  pereent  of  the  population  highly  annoyed.  Construction  noise 
would  be  loealized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise  environment.  Impaets 
from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,3,2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruetion  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  157  ARW 
of  the  NH  ANG  at  Pease  ANGS,  in  Newington,  New  Hampshire.  The  estimation  of  proposed 
operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in  emissions  between  existing  aireraft 
operations  and  projected  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Pease  ANGS  were  reviewed  for  signifieanoe  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major  sources 
for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  nonattainment 
pollutants.  Beeause  the  projeet  region  within  Roekingham  County  is  a  maintenanee  area  for  O3, 
the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3  preeursors  NOx  and  VOCs  was  used  as  an  indieator  of 
the  potential  significanee  of  the  emissions  from  the  KC-46A  eonversion.  For  attainment 
pollutants,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for  GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the 
potential  signifieance  of  the  emissions  from  Alternative  #3. 

4.3.2. 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sources  assoeiated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pease  ANGS  inelude  (1) 
operations  and  engine  maintenanee/testing  of  aireraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite  POV 
eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  including  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  souree  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  ealculate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Eaetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  (AECEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aireraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  oeeur  within  the  lowest 
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3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typieal  depth  of  the  atmospherie  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AECEC  2013. 


Table  4. 3. 2-1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pease  ANGS.  Table  4. 3.2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase  associated 
with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 3.2-1,  the  net 
emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 

Table  4,3,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  Emissions,  157  ARW 


Annnal  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

2.41 

36.29 

73.94 

6.29 

0.33 

0.33 

AGE 

0.00 

0.01 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.10 

1.47 

0.40 

0.06 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

1.11 

19.06 

0.91 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

Total 

3.62 

56.84 

75.32 

6.36 

0.37 

0.35 

r Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

15.24 

56.95 

157.41 

8.96 

0.61 

0.52 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.77 

2.63 

0.71 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

0.91 

17.45 

0.70 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

Total 

16.93 

77.05 

158.92 

9.06 

0.66 

0.55 

Net  Increase 

13.31 

20.21 

83.60 

2.70 

0.28 

0.19 

MOB2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

3.68 

0.36 

1.11 

0.42 

0.76 

0.54 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

250 

100 

250 

250 

250 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS 
would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  ton  per  year. 


Table  4. 3. 2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pease  ANGS,  along  with  the  net  increase  in  comparison  with  the  baseline.  As 
shown  in  Table  4. 3. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 
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Table  4,3,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  157  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

17,303 

0.48 

0.54 

17,480 

AGE 

1,571 

0.04 

0.05 

1,588 

Engine  Tests 

172 

0.00 

0.01 

174 

POVs 

597 

0.00 

0.00 

597 

Total 

19,643 

0.53 

0.59 

19,839 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

24,391 

0.64 

0.72 

24,629 

AGE 

2,262 

0.06 

0.07 

2,286 

Engine  Tests 

233 

0.01 

0.01 

235 

POVs 

612 

0.00 

0.00 

612 

Total 

27,499 

0.71 

0.80 

27,762 

Net  Increase 

7,855 

0.18 

0.21 

7,924 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE 
=  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle;  GMV  =  government  motor  vehicle 


4. 3. 2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pease  ANGS  would  require  construction  and  renovation  of  existing 
airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality  impacts 
resulting  from  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustion  emissions 
from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation  of 
equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 3. 2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  aimual  eonstruetion 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 3.2-3, 
emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  For  construction 
emissions,  the  project  option  with  the  greatest  potential  to  emit,  was  used  in  the  analysis  (see 
Table  2.3-17). 
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Table  4,3,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #3 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

SOx 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  (Option  2)  - 
Renovation/Addition  to  Building  264 

0.93 

1.48 

0.26 

0.03 

1.33 

1.11 

494.25 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Building  166 

0.35 

0.55 

0.10 

0.01 

0.44 

0.41 

185.26 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Hangar  25 1 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  (Option  1)  - 
Addition/Alteration  to  Hangar  253 

1.52 

2.42 

0.43 

0.05 

2.45 

1.88 

808.91 

Project  #5  -  (Option  1)  - 
Demolition/ Addition/ Alteration  to 
Hangar  254 

1.48 

2.36 

0.41 

0.04 

2.37 

1.83 

789.52 

Project  #6  -  Alter  Aircraft  Taxiway 

0.31 

0.75 

0.08 

0.04 

0.18 

0.16 

185.62 

Project  #7  -  Demolition/Modify /Install 
Aprons  and  Hydrants 

0.07 

0.16 

0.02 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

42.16 

Project  #8  -  Repave  Quad  Apron 

1.16 

2.80 

0.28 

0.14 

1.01 

0.71 

715.98 

Total  maximum  emissions 

6.12 

10.99 

1.64 

0.33 

7.86 

6.18 

3,344.29 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

250 

100 

100 

250 

250 

250 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


4. 3. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  Pease  ANGS  installation  is  in  a  maintenanee  area  for  O3,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds.  While  there  are  increases  in  operational  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  they  are 
below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  and  are  not  significant.  Operational  GHG 
emissions  are  within  thresholds  in  the  PSD  tailoring  rule.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP  emissions  are  negligible. 


4,3,3  Safety 

4 . 3 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  faeilities  at  Pease  ANGS  for  fire  response  and  erash  recovery  meet  KC-46A  beddown 
requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013a). 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projects  related  to  this  alternative  would 
not  penetrate  any  RPZs  or  impaet  aircraft  takeoff  or  landing  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB 
2013a).  New  construetion  and  building  renovation  activity  would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety 
risk  or  obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as  those 
that  have  historieally  oeeurred  at  Portsmouth  lAP.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow 
established  local  approach  and  departure  patterns  used.  Therefore,  flight  activity  and  subsequent 
operations  would  not  require  changes  to  RPZs. 
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Under  this  alternative,  no  new  facilities  are  proposed  for  Pease  ANGS.  Planned  construction  at 
the  installation  comprises  renovation  and  additions  to  several  hangars;  construction  and  upgrades 
to  the  taxiway;  and  demolition  and  installation  of  new  fuel  hydrants  and  lines  on  the  parking 
apron.  None  of  the  construction  or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  current  QD  arcs. 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  157  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  157  ARW. 

Construction  activities  would  not  involve  any  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures, 
including  API  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 3. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  have 
been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in  service 
(Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft  losses 
(similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace.  Pease  ANGS  would 
comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate,  should  they 
be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  includes  all  facets  of  flight  operations  and  comprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
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are  extremely  realistie.  These  faetors  should  minimize  risk  assoeiated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  an  inerease  of  approximately  44  pereent  157  ARW  airfield 
operations  (7  pereent  in  total  Portsmouth  lAP  operations)  at  Portsmouth  lAP  eompared  to 
existing  eonditions.  This  inerease  in  take-offs,  landings,  profieieney  training,  and  other  flights 
would  result  in  a  eommensurate  inerease  in  the  safety  risk  to  airerews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  inerease  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  the  opportunity 
for  aireraft  mishaps,  ineluding  BASH  ineidents;  however,  the  expeeted  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
ineidents  would  not  be  expeeted  to  ehange  from  eurrent  eonditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
eommereial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates,  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  teehnologieal 
improvements  the  KC-46A  would  be  expeeted  to  have  a  similar  safety  reeord.  In  addition, 
eurrent  airfield  safety  proeedures  diseussed  previously  would  eontinue  to  be  implemented  and 
additional  airfield  flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  proeedures  (157  ARW 
2011b). 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aireraft  aeeident  or  BASH  mishap  to  oeeur  in  the  loeal  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  eivilians  to  be  impaeted,  impaets  to  safety  in  the  vieinity  of 
Portsmouth  lAP  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  eapability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergeney  situations.  Military  poliey  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dietates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
offieer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergeney  situations.  Reeords  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  sueh  eireumstanees  are  rare,  oeeurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  eapability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
eapability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  whieh  eould  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  eertain  eireumstanees.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  eostly 
inspeetion  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  eould  reduee  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 3. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  be  a  44  pereent  inerease  in  aetual  157  ARW  airfield  operations  (7  pereent  inerease 
in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Portsmouth  lAP  with  a  eommensurate  inerease  in  mishap  and 
BASH  potential.  Construetion  aetivities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  teehniques. 
During  eonstruetion  and  modifieations,  standard  eonstruetion  safety  proeedures  would  be 
employed,  and  striet  adherenee  to  all  applieable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and 
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procedures  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  eonstruetion 
aetivities.  Impacts  to  safety  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

4,3,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.3.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #3,  new  eonstruetion  would  consist  of  eight  separate  projeets  resulting  in  up  to 
130,966  SF  (3.0  acres)  of  new  eonstruetion  footprint  and  up  to  23,617  SF  (0.5  acre)  of  new 
impervious  surfaee.  There  are  two  eonstruetion  seenarios  for  the  aireraft  eonversion  under 
eonsideration;  only  one  of  these  options  for  eaeh  projeet  would  be  implemented.  The  total 
eonstruetion  footprint  analyzed  represents  the  largest  possible  footprint  of  eaeh  of  the  options 
(Table  2.3-17).  These  proposed  eonstruetion  projeets  would  meet  all  eriteria  speeified  in  ANG 
Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #3  would  oecur  primarily  on  Urban  land-Canton 
eomplex  (3  to  15  pereent  slopes),  with  a  small  amount  of  the  new  eonstruetion  footprint  on 
Urban  land  and  Udorthents.  These  three  soils  are  either  not  rated  or  not  limited  for  road  or  small 
oommereial  building  development  and  may  require  onsite  investigation  and  evaluation  for  most 
land  use  deeisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations  (NRCS  2013).  Proposed  eonstruetion 
would  not  impact  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Policy  Act  does  not  apply. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  130,966  SF  (3.0  aeres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion.  To  minimize  potential  impaets  to  soil  and  water  resourees 
assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation  during  eonstruetion  activity,  standard 
construction  practices,  as  deseribed  in  the  Portsmouth  lAP  SWPPP  (Portsmouth  lAP  2011) 
would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the  eonstruetion  period.  Sueh  practiees  eould 
inelude  the  use  of  well-maintained  silt  fenees  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surfieial  areas 
disturbed,  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  aetivates  during  wet 
weather,  and  eovering  of  soil  stoekpiles,  as  appropriate.  A  site-speeifie  and  detailed  SWPPP  that 
eoordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  aetivities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff 
eontrols  is  an  effeetive  way  of  eontrolling  erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subjeet  to 
construction  activity.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  USEPA  New  England  Region  to  obtain 
eoverage  under  the  NPDES  General  Permit  for  Diseharges  from  Construetion  Aetivities  prior  to 
implementation  of  individual  projeets.  Construction  activities  subjeet  to  this  permit  inelude 
elearing,  grading,  and  disturbanees  to  the  ground  sueh  as  stoekpiling  or  exeavation. 
Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  neeessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
earth  resourees  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  minimal. 
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4. 3. 4.2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  approximately  23,617  SF  (0.5 
aere)  of  new  impervious  surface  from  the  proposed  eonstruction  (Figure  4. 3.4-1).  This  eould 
result  in  loealized  inereases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  inereases  in 
total  suspended  partieulates  to  nearby  surfaee  waters.  However,  in  aeeordanee  with 
UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Seetion  438,  any  inerease  in  surfaee  water 
runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary 
and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  LID  design  eoneepts 
ineorporates  site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development 
runoff  rates  and  volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  assoeiated  with  inereases 
in  impervious  surfaee  area. 

Inereased  runoff  and  peak  diseharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  inereases  to  impervious  surfaee  ean 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  conveyanee  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
eulverts)  in  aeeordanee  with  site-speeifie  engineering  standards  that  take  into  eonsideration  the 
influenee  of  surfaee  water  drainage  within,  adjaeent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  projeet.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surfaee  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  projeet 
would  avoid  or  minimize  eonfliets  with  eity,  eounty,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affeeting  adjaeent  properties  and/or  the  projeet  area  itself  Sueh  measures  eould 
inelude; 

•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee, 

•  installation  of  retention/detention  basins  for  water  reeharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  diseharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  sueh  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
eonstruction,  and 

•  directing  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  sueh  that  diseharge  exiting  eaeh  site  post- 
eonstruetion  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  eonditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  minimal. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences  4-75 

Pease  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


4-76 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Pease  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


4. 3. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #3,  the  inerease  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaee  (0.5  aere)  would 
also  result  in  a  deerease  in  groundwater  reeharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  inerease  in 
surfaee  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  sueh  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees,  as  deseribed  above.  The 
integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee  into  projeet  design  would  further 
minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  due  to  inereased  impervious  surfaee.  The  use  of  these 
features  would  also  inerease  groundwater  reeharge  through  direet  pereolation  offsetting  the  loss 
of  pervious  surfaee  due  to  future  eonstruetion.  Additionally,  the  impervious  surfaee  area 
resulting  from  the  proposed  aetivities  would  not  be  one  eontinuous,  hardened  surfaee.  Rather, 
the  impervious  surfaees  would  oeeupy  several  smaller  areas,  whieh  would  further  minimize 
loealized  impaets  to  groundwater  reeharge. 

4. 3. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  at  the  installation  would  not  oeeur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  sueh,  there  would  be  no  impaets  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4. 3. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  be  approximately  3.0  aeres  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee  and  0.5  aere  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion.  To  minimize  potential  impaets 
assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  would  be 
implemented.  Proposed  eonstruetion  would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland 
Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

4.3.5  Biological  Resources 

4.3.5. 1  Vegetation 

eonstruetion  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #3  at  the  157  ARW  installation  would 
oeeur  primarily  on  eurrently  paved  areas  or  aetively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landseaped) 
areas,  and  would  result  in  an  inerease  of  23,617  SF  (0.5  aere)  of  impervious  surfaees.  No  native 
vegetation  would  be  impaeted.  Impaets  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  negligible 
due  to  the  laek  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  projeet  area. 
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43.5.2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #3,  impaets  to  wildlife  due  to  construction  would  be  minor.  Noise  associated 
with  construction  may  cause  wildlife  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area,  including  those  that  are 
protected  under  the  MBTA.  Noise  associated  with  construction  activities,  as  well  as  an  increase 
in  general  industrial  activity  and  human  presence,  could  evoke  reactions  in  birds.  Disturbed 
nests  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to  abandonment  and 
depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  where  project 
components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft  and  general 
military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  noise  are  expected  to  be 
minimal  because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions 
and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of 
the  proposed  construction  and  modifications. 

Operational  noise  levels  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  from 
baseline  with  the  conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  flying  profiles 
would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program  would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix 
A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs,  indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings 
by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under 
Alternative  #3,  only  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change 
in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft  operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods 
as  currently  flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  percent  of  flights 
occurring  during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.).  In  addition,  an 
additional  4  acres  of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  between  65  dB  and 
70  dB.  As  a  result,  since  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  relatively  high  under 
existing  conditions,  the  Proposed  Action  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially 
increase  enough  to  preclude  wildlife  from  utilizing  the  area  as  they  currently  do. 

Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard  associated  with  military  aircraft 
training.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  the  same  airfield  environment  as 
the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Portsmouth  lAP  would  increase  by 
approximately  44  percent  over  the  KC-135  baseline  operations  (7  percent  increase  in  total 
airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds. 
Adherence  to  the  existing  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  (see  Section  4.3.3,  Safety).  The  157  ARW  has  developed  procedures  designed  to 
minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes,  and  has  documented  detailed  procedures 
to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases, 
limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches. 
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closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment.  Speeial  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots 
whenever  the  potential  exists  for  inereased  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspaee. 

4. 3. 5. 3  Speeial  Status  Speeies 

No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  speeies  and  eight  state  listed  speeies  are  eurrently 
known  to  oeeur  on  Portsmouth  lAP.  The  USFWS  New  England  Field  Offiee  eoneurred  in  a 
letter  written  on  Mareh  25,  2014  that  no  federally  listed  or  proposed,  threatened  or  endangered 
speeies  or  eritieal  habitat  are  known  to  oeeur  in  the  project  area.  There  is  only  a  low  potential  for 
additional  speeies  to  oeeur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  Under  Alternative  #3, 
impaets  to  speeial  status  speeies  would  be  similar  to  that  deseribed  under  wildlife.  Impaets  due 
to  eonstruction  and  proposed  operations  would  be  minor.  Operational  noise  levels  under 
Alternative  #3  would  be  expected  to  inerease  slightly  from  baseline  with  the  eonversion  to  the 
KC-46A  aircraft.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  ehange,  and  the  seheduled 
flying  program  would  not  ehange.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides 
representative  SELs,  indieating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5 
dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #3,  only  the 
number  of  aireraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when 
individual  aireraft  operate.  Flights  would  be  seheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently 
flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  pereent  of  flights  oeeurring 
during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.).  In  addition,  an  additional  4  aeres 
of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  As  a  result, 
sinee  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vieinity  are  relatively  high  under  existing  eonditions,  the 
Proposed  Aetion  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  inerease  enough  to 
preelude  wildlife  from  utilizing  the  area  as  they  eurrently  do. 

Therefore,  there  would  be  no  effeet  to  federally  listed  speeies  and  impaets  to  state  listed  speeies 
would  be  minimal  under  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  oeeur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  projeet  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impaets 

Construetion  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  this  alternative  would  oeeur  primarily  on  eurrently 
paved  areas  or  aetively  managed  areas.  Therefore,  impaets  to  vegetation  would  be  negligible. 
There  would  be  no  impaets  to  wetlands  under  this  alternative.  Impaets  to  wildlife  and  sensitive 
speeies  from  operational  noise  would  be  expeeted  to  be  minor  due  to  the  slight  inerease  in  noise 
and  the  temporary  nature  of  eonstruetion.  A  44  pereent  inerease  in  157  ARW  (7  pereent  inerease 
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in  total)  airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Impacts  to  state  listed  species  would  be 
minor.  No  federally  listed  species  or  critical  habitat  is  known  to  occur  on  Portsmouth  lAP, 
therefore  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  federally  listed  species. 

4,3,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,382  to  1,553  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation, 
which  lack  cultural  resources. 

4.3.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

The  entire  undeveloped  157  ARW  installation  has  been  intensively  surveyed  for  archaeological 
resources  and  it  has  been  determined  that  no  NRHP-eligible  archaeological  resources  are  present 
on  the  installation.  The  New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  concurred  with  this  determination  (157 
ARW  2009,  Muzzey  2009).  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  are 
identified  during  construction,  ah  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  would  cease  and  the 
Environmental  Manager  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery. 
Under  these  conditions,  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact  to  archaeological  resources  with 
implementation  of  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

At  the  157  ARW  installation,  six  buildings  (Buildings  156,  166,  251,  253,  254,  and  264)  are 
proposed  for  additions,  interior  renovations,  or  demolition.  Buildings  251,  253,  and  254  have 
been  inventoried,  evaluated,  and  determined  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP  with  concurrence  from  the 
New  Hampshire  SHPO  (see  Muzzey  2009  and  St.  Louis  2009  in  Appendix  B4).  Buildings  156, 
166,  and  264  were  ah  recently  constructed  and  so  they  are  less  than  50  years  old,  are  not  Cold 
War-era  resources,  and  would  not  be  eligible  under  Criteria  Consideration  G.  As  such.  Buildings 
156,  166,  and  264  are  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  SHPO  consultation  for  this  LIS  has  provided 
concurrence  that  no  historic  resources  are  present  within  the  proposed  project  area  (see  Appendix 
B3).  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  impact  to  architectural  resources  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  157  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  the  installation,  it  is  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional  resources  located  at  the 
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157  ARW.  Government-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  has  been  condueted  with  this 
Tribe  in  recognition  of  their  status  as  a  sovereign  nation.  This  eonsultation  also  provides 
information  regarding  tribal  coneerns  per  Seetion  106  of  the  NRHP  and  information  on 
traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on  or  near  the  installation.  The  Penobscot  Indian 
Nation  has  responded  and  indicated  that  they  have  no  issues  with  the  Proposed  Aetion.  The 
NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  tribes  and  will  continue  to  seek  opportunities  to 
eonsult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known/potential  interest  to  tribes. 

4. 3. 6.4  Summary  of  Impaets 

Construction  activities  assoeiated  with  this  alternative  would  be  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of 
the  installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aireraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
arehaeologieal  resourees  are  known.  None  of  the  buildings  that  would  be  impacted  under  the 
Proposed  Action  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  eoneurred  with  the 
determination  that  no  historie  properties  would  be  affected  (Muzzey  2013).  No  traditional 
resources  are  known  to  oceur  at  the  installation.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are 
antieipated  at  the  157  ARW  installation  under  Alternative  #3. 

4,3.7  Land  Use 

Under  this  alternative,  the  number  of  operations  at  Pease  ANGS  would  increase,  resulting  in  a 
slight  increase  in  average  noise  levels  as  measured  as  discussed  in  Section  3.3.1,  Noise.  An 
additional  4  acres  of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  between  65  dB  and 
70  dB.  The  majority  of  this  area  is  zoned  for  Open  Space/Conservation,  which  under  FAA 
Regulation  14  CFR  Part  150,  effective  January  18,  1985,  is  considered  a  compatible  land  use  up 
to  within  this  range  of  noise  exposure.  The  primary  souree  of  impaets  to  land  use  resulting  from 
Alternative  #3  would  be  from  noise.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 3. 7-1  and  Figure  4. 3. 7-1,  new  areas 
outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB.  By  zoning  areas, 
Reereation  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  remain  the  same;  Open  Spaee  areas 
would  inerease  by  approximately  3.6  aeres;  and  non-designated  areas  would  increase  by  less  than 
1  acre.  However,  all  of  these  land  uses  are  eonsidered  compatible  with  this  range  of  DNL  under 
FICUN.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are  located  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  off-airport  noise  eontour  areas.  Therefore,  Alternative  #3  is  compatible  with  eurrent 
land  use  and  zoning  designations  and  would  result  in  negligible  impacts.  A  more  detailed 
discussion  of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  under  Alternative  #3  ean  be  found  in  Section  4.3.1, 
Noise. 
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Figure  4,3,7-l,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and  Land  Use 
Under  Alternative  #3  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Source:  Plumsted  Township  Zoning  2013.  Pease  International  Tradcport  2013 
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Table  4,3,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 

Portsmouth  lAP 


Land  Use 

Baseline  Total 
(acres) 

Proposed  Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 
(acres) 

Recreation 

0 

0 

0 

Open  Space 

0 

3.6 

3.6 

Non-designated 

0 

0.3 

0.3 

Total  Area 

0 

3.9 

3.9 

4.3.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 


The  number  of  total  annual  airfield  operations  would  increase  by  2,700  (7  percent),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  increase  by  135  acres.  Of  this 
increase  in  acreage,  4  acres  would  be  off  airport-controlled  property.  Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would  not  change  due  to  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible  impacts  due  to  an  increase  in  off-airport  areas  exposed  to  noise  levels  above 
65  dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affected. 

4,3,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.3.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #3  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  128  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
control  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 3. 8.2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  128 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4. 3. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  up  to  130,966  SF  (3.0  acres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbance 
as  a  result  of  proposed  construction.  The  proposed  construction  activities  could  temporarily 
impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.3.4,  Soils  and  Water)-,  however,  through 
implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices,  (as  described  previously). 
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preventative  maintenance,  and  periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to  stormwater, 
especially  during  active  construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected  to  the  existing 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

In  addition,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  up  to  23,617  SF  (0.5  acre)  of  new  impervious  surface. 
The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaces  would  potentially  increase  stormwater  runoff  volume 
and  peak  discharge  rates;  however,  as  discussed  in  further  detail  in  Section  4.3.4,  Soils  and 
Water,  stormwater  runoff  increases  would  be  managed  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210-10 
and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  the 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  minimal. 

4. 3. 8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  this  alternative 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  EEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #3  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4. 3. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  130,966 
SE  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  23,617  SE  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
that  proposed  renovations  at  Pease  ANGS  would  generate  1,544,089  pounds  (772  tons)  of 
renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  Pease  ANGS 
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would  generate  102,498  pounds  (51  tons)  of  eonstruction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the 
total  amount  of  eonstruetion  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  Pease  ANGS  would  be  823  tons. 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  The  Turnkey  Recycling  and  Environmental  Enterprise 
Eandfill  has  a  remaining  life  expectancy  of  7  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  900,000  tons 
per  year  (New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services  2009).  The  823  tons  of 
proposed  construction  debris  generated  at  Pease  ANGS  would  represent  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  yearly  capacity  of  the  landfill.  Impacts  to  local  landfills  would  not  be  expected  to  exceed  the 
permitted  throughput  or  contribute  significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  157  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  API  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4. 3. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  occurring  only  during  active  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  128  under  Alternative 
#3  (see  Table  2.3-18).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  128  additional  one¬ 
way  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #3  would  add  an  additional  256  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
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as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  increase  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation  and  level  of  service.  Therefore,  impacts  to 
transportation  infrastructure  would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impacts 
to  infrastructure  resulting  from  construction  would  be  negligible  since  any  interruption  of  utility 
services  or  increased  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 

4,3,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 . 3 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  activities  and  other  functions 
would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aircraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typically  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aircraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  Alternative  #3. 

The  KC-46A  aircraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aircraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aircraft  and  is  expected  to  need  less  maintenance 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  157  ARW  would  increase  from 
6,219  to  8,040  (a  29  percent  increase);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  (e.g., 
fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from  what  is 
currently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more  details). 
Additionally,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline)  would  be 
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required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  eleetrieity  and  lighting 
as  eonditions  warrant.  Proeedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for  the  157 
ARW  installation  would  eontinue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  assoeiated  with  Alternative 
#3  and  as  required  during  all  eonstruction  and  renovation  aetivities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #3,  additions  and  renovations  to  Buildings  156,  264,  166  and  Hangars  251, 
253,  and  254  are  proposed.  According  to  the  1997  asbestos  report.  Hangars  251  and  254  were 
found  to  contain  ACM  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic.  A  LBP  survey  has  not  been 
conducted  at  the  157  ARW  installation.  However,  Hangars  251,  253,  and  254  were  built  prior  to 
1978  and  may  contain  LBP.  Any  structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would 
be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any 
renovation  or  demolition  activities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior 
to  or  during  demolition  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be 
managed  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations.  New  Hampshire 
requirements  (regarding  site  work  practices  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG 
procedures.  Materials,  especially  discarded  oil  products,  would  be  screened  for  PCB 
contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 3. 9. 2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft,  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs.  Additionally,  the  two  aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their 
maintenance  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  total  number  of  flying 
hours  for  the  157  ARW  would  increase  approximately  29  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste 
streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue 
to  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations. 

4. 3. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  accordance  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  construction, 
modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  can  occur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Accordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  consider  a  compatible  land  use  based  on  current  site  conditions  and  the 
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selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cycle  costs  to  include  those  associated  with  impacts  from  existing  contaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  contamination  at  the  proposed  construction  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
locating  construction  projects  in  areas  with  contamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  necessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  accomplishing  environmental  impact 
analysis  process  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  conditions 
and  their  associated  cost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the 
CERCLA  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  laws  for 
suspected  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project  generates  actions  to  address 
contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  actions  to  address 
contamination,  the  costs  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Account-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  construction  project.  This  includes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  construction 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  encountered  within  the  construction 
project  footprint  during  the  execution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
construction  project  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MIECON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction  contractor  costs  (such  as  direct 
delay  costs  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  incidental  to  discovery  and  removal  of  the 
contamination  will  be  construction  project  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  such  costs. 

None  of  the  ERP  sites  overlap  the  proposed  construction  projects  under  Alternative  #3  (Eigure 
4. 3. 9-1).  If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  groundwater)  are  encountered  during  the  course  of 
site  preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construction  activities,  work  would  cease  until  157  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  construction  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  construction  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  contamination 
so  that  they  can  inform  their  employees  in  advance  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
construction  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 
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4. 3. 9.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  not  be  an  inereased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  eonstruetion 
aetivities  would  be  managed  per  applieable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expeeted 
impaet  from  ERP  sites  as  there  are  no  sites  that  overlap  with  areas  proposed  for  ground 
disturbanee.  Impaets  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 

4,3,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #3,  eonstruetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Portsmouth  lAP.  Eeonomie  aetivity  assoeiated  with  proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  at  the 
157  ARW  installation,  sueh  as  employment  and  materials  purehasing,  would  provide  short-term 
eeonomie  benefits  to  the  loeal  eeonomy.  However,  short-term  benefieial  impaets  resulting  from 
eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  seale. 

The  proposed  aireraft  beddown  and  related  aetivities  under  this  alternative  would  result  in  a 
ehange  in  staffing  requirements  for  the  157  ARW.  Currently,  the  157  ARW  is  authorized  1,382 
personnel.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  171  military 
positions  (increase  in  115  full-time  positions  and  56  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table 
2.3-18).  Combined  with  their  approximately  233  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than 
0.08  percent  of  Rockingham  County.  Of  the  233  family  members,  approximately  92  would  be 
antieipated  to  be  of  sehool  age.  The  students  entering  the  loeal  schools  would  be  expeeted  to  be 
enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within  Roekingham  County.  It  is 
anticipated  that  there  is  enough  eapaeity  within  the  sehools  in  this  eounty  to  absorb  this  minimal 
inerease  in  school  age  children. 

An  inerease  in  171  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  inerease  of  approximately 
12  pereent  to  the  existing  157  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  assoeiated  with  the  115  full-time 
personnel  would  amount  to  a  total  estimated  annual  salary  inerease  of  approximately  $9.5 
million. 

All  157  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on-installation  housing.  A 
eonservative  seenario  would  result  in  171  homes  purehased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel 
reloeate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.13  pereent  of  the  total  housing  units  in 
Roekingham  County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  reloeate  would  own 
homes. 
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4.3.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construetion  would  be  benefieial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impaets  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  benefieial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  inerease  in  personnel. 

4,3.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.3.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  no  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low- 
income  populations,  located  within  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than 
65  dB.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income 
populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP. 

4.3.1 1.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  is  no  off- installation  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  that  are  exposed  to 
DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Under  Alternative  #3  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through 
Grade  12  schools  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #3  there 
would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 

4.3.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Although  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours  would  increase  slightly  under  this 
alternative,  there  are  no  residential  areas  within  the  noise  contours  and  no  additional  schools 
would  be  located  within  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus, 
there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  and  no 
special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 
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4,4  Alternative  #4  ~  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.4.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #4  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  associated  with  the  most 
current  approved  and  published  baseline  noise  study  to  assess  potential  impacts.  Details  of  the 
noise  modeling  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

Actual  2012  KC-135  airfield  operations  were  identified  in  Table  2.3-19.  This  data  was  used  in 
determining  the  proposed  KC-46A  airfield  operations  based  on  most  current  home-station  sorties 
and  airfield  operations  to  provide  a  more  accurate  determination  of  the  number  of  airfield 
operations  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  this  analysis,  the  proposed  airfield  operations  are 
compared  to  the  most  current  approved  and  published  2006  baseline  noise  study  for  Pittsburgh 
lAP. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #4  were  generated  using  INM. 
Based  KC-135  operations  were  removed  and  replaced  with  KC-46A  operations  using  the  B-767- 
300  and  the  standard  flight  profile  data  provided  with  INM  as  substitute  data  and  applying  the 
data  to  the  current  based  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures  (INM  does  not  have  a 
standard  profile  or  noise  curve  data  for  the  KC-46A).  Using  the  standard  flight  profile  data 
provided  for  this  substitute  aircraft  in  INM  provides  an  accurate  analysis  of  noise  contour 
comparisons  that  would  be  expected  with  the  new  KC-46A.  Flight  profdes,  flight  tracks,  and 
operational  procedures  currently  being  used  by  the  KC-135  were  used  in  this  INM  program. 

4.4. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #4,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  replacing  the  current  16 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield  and  the  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  KC-46A  aircraft  flight  profiles  would 
continue  to  fly  the  same  standard  flight  profiles  for  departures  and  arrivals  and  closed  pattern 
airfield  training.  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft 
climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews 
for  operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135;  however  most  tactical  procedures  would  be 
accomplished  in  the  simulator  and  at  the  other  locations  away  from  Pittsburgh  lAP. 
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Under  Alternative  #4,  the  171  ARW  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of  8,040  hours  resulting  in  2,010 
annual  sorties  of  which  it  is  expected  that  up  to  1,186  sorties  would  be  flown  at  Pittsburgh 
ANGS.  Baseline  conditions  for  the  KC-135  are  represented  here  as  the  same  number  of  the 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  airfield  operations  published  in  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  FAR  Part  150  Study 
(ACAA  2006).  Based  on  1,186  annual  home-station  sorties  with  an  average  of  7.78  operations 
per  sortie,  there  would  be  9,226  annual  home-station  operations,  or  a  reduction  of  3,834  airfield 
operations  annually  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  This  would  decrease  the  average  daily  airfield  operations 
from  35.8  to  25.3  as  shown  in  Table  4. 4. 1-1.  The  171  ARW  KC-46A  operations  would  be 
approximately  3  percent  of  all  aircraft  operations  at  the  airfield  under  the  current  approved  FAR 
Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Update. 

Table  4,4,1-1,  Changes  to  Pittsburgh  lAP  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Based  on  FAR  Part  150  Baseline 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Based  KC-46A 

Change  in  Airfield  Operations  for 

Unit 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Proposed  KC-46A 
(%  Change) 

171  ARW 

13,060* 

9,226 

-3,834 

(35.8) 

(25.3) 

(-29.3%) 

Note:  1 .  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  1 50. 


All  operations  would  remain  as  described  under  existing  conditions;  however,  the  KC-135  would 
be  replaced  by  the  KC-46A.  There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns 
and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be 
followed  as  documented  in  Section  3.4. 1.4. 


Table  4.4. 1-2  provides  details  on  the  total  airfield  operations  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  under 
Alternative  #4  using  the  most  current  FAR  Part  150  as  the  baseline  operations.  There  would  be  a 
1 .2  percent  decrease  in  the  overall  airfield  operations  from  the  current  baseline  operations.  There 
would  be  approximately  7  percent  of  the  KC-46A  airfield  operations  flown  during  environmental 
night.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  not 
change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change  to  any  other 
aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition. 


Table  4,4,l-2,  Pittsburgh  ANGS  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

KC-46A 

4,287 

326 

A, 215 

338 

8,562 

664 

9,226 

Other  Aircraft^’"* 

140,683 

13,505 

140,683 

13,505 

281,366 

27,010 

308,376 

Total 

144,970 

13,831 

144,958 

13,843 

289,928 

27,674 

317,602 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  Based  aircraft  and  Transient  Aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Boeing  747,  717,  and  the  Airbus 


321. 

4.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 
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Figure  4.4. 1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  the  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion 
from  the  current  16  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.4. 1-2  compares  baseline 
noise  contours  with  Alternative  #4  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all 
transient  aircraft  and  general  and  commercial  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  current  approved 
2006  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Update.  Table  4.4. 1-3  shows  changes  to  the  acreage  of 
land  within  each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #4. 


Table  4,4,l-3,  Land  Areas  within  DNL  Contours  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #4 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #4  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dB  DNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

1,331.5 

128.6 

1,460.1 

1,511 

106 

1,405 

-55 

70-75 

850.7 

0 

850.7 

915 

0 

915 

64 

75-80 

468.6 

0 

468.6 

418 

0 

418 

-51 

80-85 

151.5 

0 

151.5 

159 

0 

159 

8 

>85 

207.5 

0 

207.5 

162 

0 

162 

-46 

Total 

3,009.8 

128.6 

3,138.4 

3,165 

106 

3,059 

-79 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 


Under  Alternative  #4,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  decrease  slightly  in  the  areas  of  arrivals 
and  departures  from  the  DNL  baseline  contours  because  of  fewer  KC-46A  airfield  operations 
than  depicted  in  the  approved  FAR  Part  150  and  the  KC-46A  is  generally  a  quieter  aircraft  (5  dB 
quieter  on  landing  and  1  dB  louder  on  take-off)  than  the  KC-135. 


Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure  area  would 
decrease  by  approximately  79  acres,  or  approximately  2.5  percent,  and  would  remain  primarily 
on  airport  property  with  approximately  106  of  the  acres  off  airport  property.  Information 
regarding  the  number  of  people  residing  in  the  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.4.11, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  and  information  regarding  the  area  of 
residential  use  is  located  in  the  Section  4.4.7,  Land  Use. 


Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #4  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  a  DNL  of  65  dB. 
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Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  ehange,  and  the  seheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.1-1  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while  take¬ 
offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #4,  only  the  number  of  aircraft 
operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft 
operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the 
morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  7  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.4. 1-3,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  that  falls  within  the  80+ 
dB  DNE  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with 
these  areas. 

4. 4. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  temporary  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with 
construction  activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning 
2015).  Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the 
source  (EHWA  2006)  (see  Appendix  C,  Noise,  Section  A.  1.2. 2).  Aviation-related  activities  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  dominate  the  local  noise  environment.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility 
construction  would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield. 
Therefore,  impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #4  would  be  negligible. 

4.4. 1 .3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  171  ARW  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  3,834  (29  percent  decrease  from 
the  currently  published  EAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program;  and  a  2  percent  increase  in 
actual  2012  airfield  operations),  and  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNE  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease  by  88  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of  approximately  23  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNE  noise  contour  that  are  off  airport-controlled  property,  resulting  in  106 
acres  off  airport-controlled  property  that  lie  within  the  65  dB  contour.  There  would  be  no 
potential  for  hearing  loss  off  the  airport  and  no  increase  in  the  percent  of  the  population  highly 
annoyed.  Construction  noise  would  be  localized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall 
noise  environment.  Impacts  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 
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4,4,2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruction  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  171  ARW 
of  the  PA  ANG  at  Pittsburgh  lAP,  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania.  The  estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in 
emissions  between  existing  aireraft  operations  and  projeeted  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  were  reviewed  for  signifieanee  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major 
sourees  for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for 
nonattainment  pollutants.  Because  the  project  region  within  Allegheny  County  is  a 
nonattainment  area  for  O3  (moderate)  and  PM2.5,  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3 
precursors  NOx  and  VOCs,  and  PM2.5  was  used  as  an  indicator  of  the  potential  significance  of 
the  emissions  from  the  KC-46A  conversion.  For  attainment  pollutants,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250 
tpy  (100,000  tpy  for  GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indicator  of  the  potential  significance  of  the 
emissions  from  Alternative  #4. 

4.4.2. 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  include 
(1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite  POV 
commutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sources,  including  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  source  emissions  would  be  unchanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  calculate  projected  KC-46A  aircraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  2012  baseline  airfield  analysis.  Eactors  used  to  calculate  combustion  emissions 
for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the 
PW4062  engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in 
mode  for  the  KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  (AECEC 
2013).  The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the 
lowest  3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer 
where  the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AECEC  2013. 
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Table  4.4.2- 1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  Table  4. 4.2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase  associated 
with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table  4.4.2- 1,  the  net 
emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 

Table  4.4,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  Emissions,  171  ARW 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,„ 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.42 

50.69 

67.79 

6.14 

0.33 

0.33 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.11 

1.67 

0.46 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

4.27 

65.56 

3.37 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

Total 

7.81 

117.93 

71.72 

6.26 

0.48 

0.40 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

20.22 

73.83 

158.42 

9.37 

0.66 

0.56 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.13 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.80 

2.75 

0.74 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

3.44 

58.54 

2.52 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

Total 

24.48 

135.14 

161.81 

9.51 

0.81 

0.64 

Net  Increase 

16.67 

17.21 

90.09 

3.24 

0.33 

0.24 

MOB2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

2.13 

0.15 

1.26 

0.52 

0.69 

0.60 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

250 

100 

250 

250 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PM|o  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 
would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  tpy. 


Table  4. 4.2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP,  along  with  the  net  increase  in  comparison  with  the  baseline.  As 
shown  in  Table  4.4. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 
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Table  4,4,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  171  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

16,909 

0.47 

0.53 

17,082 

AGE 

2,370 

0.07 

0.08 

2,395 

Engine  Tests 

196 

0.01 

0.01 

198 

POVs 

2,270 

0.00 

0.00 

2,270 

Total 

21,746 

0.54 

0.61 

21,946 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO2P 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

25,411 

0.66 

0.74 

25,655 

AGE 

3,035 

0.09 

0.10 

3,067 

Engine  Tests 

243 

0.01 

0.01 

245 

POVs 

2,274 

0.00 

0.00 

2,274 

Total 

30,963 

0.75 

0.85 

31,242 

Net  Increase 

9,218 

0.21 

0.24 

9,296 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE  = 
aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4.4. 2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  require  construction  and  renovation  of  existing 
airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality  impacts 
resulting  from  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustion  emissions 
from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation  of 
equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 4.2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  construction 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 4.2-3, 
emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD/dfe  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 
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Table  4,4,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #4 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

SOx 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  302 

1.64 

2.61 

0.46 

0.05 

2.70 

2.04 

871.93 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  320 

1.54 

2.44 

0.43 

0.05 

2.48 

1.90 

817.22 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Hangar  301 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing 
Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

3.84 

9.13 

0.95 

0.45 

5.14 

2.61 

2,267.97 

Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel 
Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing 
Hydrants 

0.02 

0.03 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

11.06 

Total 

7.33 

14.68 

1.91 

0.56 

10.37 

6.60 

4,090.77 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

250 

100 

100 

250 

250 

100 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

4.4. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  within  a  non-attainment  area  for  PM2.5,  a  moderate  nonattainment 
area  for  the  1997  8-hour  O3  standard,  and  is  classified  as  a  marginal  nonattainment  area  for  the  2008 
8-horir  O3  standard,  according  to  40  CFR  81.339.  The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds.  Impacts  Ifom  proposed  operational  emissions  would  be  less  than  significant  for 
all  criteria  pollutants.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational  HAP  emissions  are 
negligible. 

4.4.3  Safety 

4 . 4 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  facilities  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A 
beddown  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  andNGB  2013d). 

To  support  the  aireraft  beddown  at  Pittsbrrrgh  ANGS,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construetion  and  modifieations,  standard  eonstruction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these 
construction  activities. 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projeets  related  to  Alternative  #4  would  not 
impact  aircraft  take-off  or  landings  or  penetrate  any  RPZs  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013d). 
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New  construction  and  building  renovation  activity  would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety  risk  or 
obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as  those  that 
have  historically  occurred  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow 
established  local  approach  and  departure  patterns.  Therefore,  flight  activity  and  subsequent 
operations  would  not  require  changes  to  RPZs. 

Under  this  alternative,  no  new  facilities  are  proposed  for  Pittsburgh  ANGS.  Planned 
construction  at  the  base  comprises  renovation  and  additions  to  three  hangars;  modification  to 
existing  parking  ramp  and  taxiway;  and  demolition  and  installation  of  new  fuel  hydrants  and 
lines.  Therefore,  none  of  the  construction  or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  current  QD 
arcs. 

No  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures, 
including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities /Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4.4. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  have 
been  produced;  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in  service 
(Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft  losses 
(similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace,  Pittsburgh  ANGS 
would  comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate, 
should  they  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  includes  all  facets  of  flight  operations  and  comprehensive 
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emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistic.  These  factors  would  minimize  risk  associated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  33  percent  in  171  ARW 
operations  (2  percent  in  total  Pittsburgh  lAP  airfield  operations)  compared  to  existing  conditions. 
This  increase  in  take-offs,  landings,  proficiency  training,  and  other  flights  would  result  in  a 
commensurate  increase  in  the  safety  risk  to  aircrews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  increase  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  opportunity 
for  aircraft  mishaps,  including  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expected  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expected  to  change  from  current  conditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
commercial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  technological 
improvements,  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  have  a  similar  safety  record.  Current  airfield 
safety  procedures  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and  additional  airfield  flight  operations 
would  adhere  to  established  safety  procedures  (171  ARW  2010c). 

Given  the  low  likelihood  of  an  aircraft  accident  or  BASH  mishap  to  occur  in  the  local  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  civilians  to  be  impacted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vicinity  of 
Pittsburgh  lAP  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #4  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
officer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergency  situations.  Records  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  such  circumstances  are  rare,  occurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  capability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
capability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  which  could  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  certain  circumstances.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  costly 
inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 4. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  33  percent  increase  in  actual  171  ARW  airfield  operations  (2  percent  increase 
in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  with  a  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and  BASH 
potential.  Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
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Strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  proeedures  would 
further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  construction  activities.  Impacts  to 
safety  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

4,4,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.4.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #4,  new  eonstruction  would  consist  of  five  separate  projects  resulting  in 
186,395  SF  (4.3  acres)  of  new  construetion  footprint  and  88,529  SF  (2.0  aeres)  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  (Table  2.3-23).  These  proposed  construetion  projects  for  aircraft  conversion 
would  meet  all  eriteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  eonstruetion  under  Alternative  #4  would  occur  on  Urban  land-Culleoka  complex.  This 
soil  type  is  not  rated  in  road  or  small  eommercial  building  development  and  may  require  onsite 
investigation  and  evaluation  for  most  land  use  deeisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations 
(NRCS  2013).  Pursuant  to  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Policy  Act,  the  USAF  determined  that  the 
land  is  not  farmland  subject  to  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Act;  therefore,  the  Farmland 
Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  approximately  186,395  SF  (4.3  aeres)  of  temporary  soil 
disturbance  as  a  result  of  proposed  eonstruction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation  during  construction  activity, 
standard  construction  practices  as  deseribed  in  the  171  ARW  SWPPP  (171  ARW  2010a)  would 
be  implemented  during  and  following  the  construetion  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the 
use  of  well-maintained  silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed, 
stabilization  of  eut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  aetivities  during  wet  weather,  and 
eovering  of  soil  stockpiles,  as  appropriate.  A  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates 
the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  aetivities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is 
an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity. 
An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  General 
NPDES  Permit  for  Stormwater  Diseharges  Assoeiated  with  Construction  Activities  (General 
Permit  No.  PAG-02)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects.  Construction  activities 
subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the  ground  sueh  as 
stockpiling  or  excavation.  Impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  negligible. 
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4.4. 4.2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  approximately  88,529  SF  (2.0 
aeres)  of  new  impervious  surfaee  from  the  proposed  eonstruetion  (Figure  4.4.4- 1).  This  eould 
result  in  loealized  inereases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  inereases  in 
total  suspended  partieulates  to  nearby  surfaee  waters.  However,  in  aeeordanee  with  UFC  3-210- 
10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Seetion  438,  any  inerease  in  surfaee  water  runoff  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or 
permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  LID  design  eoneepts  ineorporates 
site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development  runoff  rates  and 
volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  assoeiated  with  inereases  in  impervious 
surfaee  area. 

Inereased  runoff  and  peak  diseharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  inereases  to  impervious  surfaee  ean 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  eonveyanee  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
eulverts)  in  aeeordanee  with  site-speeifie  engineering  standards  that  take  into  eonsideration  the 
influenee  of  surfaee  water  drainage  within,  adjaeent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  projeet.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surface  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  project 
would  avoid  or  minimize  eonfliets  with  eity,  eounty,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affeeting  adjaeent  properties  and/or  the  projeet  area  itself  Sueh  measures  eould 
inelude; 

•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee, 

•  installation  of  retention/detention  basins  for  water  reeharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  discharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  sueh  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
eonstruetion,  and 

•  direeting  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  sueh  that  diseharge  exiting  eaeh  site  post- 
eonstruetion  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  eonditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  neeessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impaets  to 
surfaee  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4  would  be  minimal. 
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4.4. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #4,  the  inerease  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaee  (2.0  aeres)  would 
also  result  in  a  deerease  in  groundwater  reeharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  inerease  in 
surfaee  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  sueh  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  as  deseribed  above  and  in  the  171 
ARW  SWPPP  (171  ARW  2010a).  The  integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee 
into  projeet  design  would  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  due  to  inereased 
impervious  surfaee.  The  use  of  these  features  would  also  inerease  groundwater  reeharge  through 
direet  pereolation  offsetting  the  loss  of  pervious  surfaee  due  to  future  eonstruetion.  Additionally, 
the  impervious  surfaee  area  resulting  from  the  proposed  aetivities  would  not  be  one  eontinuous, 
hardened  surfaee.  Rather,  the  impervious  surfaees  would  oeeupy  several  smaller  areas,  whieh 
would  further  minimize  loealized  impaets  to  groundwater  reeharge. 

4.4. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  at  the  installation  would  not  oeeur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  sueh,  there  would  be  no  impaets  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4.4. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  be  approximately  4.3  aeres  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee  and  2.0  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion.  To  minimize  potential  impaets 
assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  would  be 
implemented.  Proposed  eonstruetion  would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland 
Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

4.4.5  Biological  Resources 

4.4.5. 1  Vegetation 

eonstruetion  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #4  at  the  171  ARW  installation  would 
oeeur  on  eurrently  paved  areas  or  aetively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landseaped)  areas,  and 
would  result  in  an  inerease  of  88,529  SF  (2.0  aeres)  of  impervious  surfaees.  No  native 
vegetation  would  be  impaeted.  Impaets  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  negligible 
due  to  the  laek  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  projeet  area. 
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4.4.5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #4,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  construction  would  be  minor.  Noise  associated 
with  construction  may  cause  wildlife  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area,  including  those  that  are 
protected  under  the  MBTA.  Noise  associated  with  construction  activities,  as  well  as  an  increase 
in  general  industrial  activity  and  human  presence,  could  evoke  reactions  in  birds.  Disturbed 
nests  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to  abandonment  and 
depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  where  project 
components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft  and  general 
military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  noise  are  expected  to  be 
minimal  because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions 
and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of 
the  proposed  construction  and  modifications. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  proposed  operations  would  be  minor.  Annual 
operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  be  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  33 
percent  over  the  KC-135  baseline  operations  (2  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations) 
found  on  Table  2.3-21.  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  an 
increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds. 
Adherence  to  the  existing,  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  (see  Section  4.4.3,  Safety).  The  171  ARW  has  developed  procedures  designed  to 
minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes,  and  has  documented  detailed  procedures 
to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases, 
limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches, 
closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots 
whenever  the  potential  exists  for  increased  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspace. 

4. 4. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP 
and  there  is  only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat. 
In  a  letter  dated  April  2,  2014,  the  USFWS  Pennsylvania  Field  Office  concurred  that  no  federally 
listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  project  area.  One  state 
listed  species  (Torrey’s  Rush)  is  currently  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP;  however,  it  would 
not  be  impacted  by  the  proposed  construction  or  operations.  Therefore,  Alternative  #4  would 
have  no  effect  on  special  status  species. 

4. 4. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  proposed  project  footprints.  The  wetland  that 
occurs  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  areas,  between  the  east  and  west  aircraft  parking  aprons. 
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would  not  be  impacted  from  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts 
associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  as  described 
in  the  171  ARW  SWPPP  (171  ARW  2010a)  would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the 
construction  period.  Such  standard  construction  practices  could  include  the  use  of  well- 
maintained  silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization  of 
cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of  soil 
stockpiles,  as  appropriate.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with  impervious 
surface  would  be  reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  native  seed  mixtures  and 
managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential.  Therefore,  no  significant  impacts  to  wetlands 
would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  occur  primarily  on  currently 
paved  or  actively  managed  areas.  Therefore  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  negligible.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to  wetlands.  Impacts  to  wildlife  from  operational  noise  would  be  minor 
due  to  the  33  percent  increase  in  171  ARW  airfield  operations.  This  small  increase  in  the  airfield 
operations  may  also  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  listed  species  or  critical  habitat  and  one  state 
listed  species  is  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP.  However,  under  Alternative  #4  there  would 
be  no  impacts  to  special  status  species. 

4,4.6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,306  to  1,365  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation. 

4.4.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

The  only  undisturbed  portion  of  the  171  ARW  installation  in  the  southwest  portion  was 
intensively  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  no  NRHP-eligible  archaeological 
resources  were  located.  The  Pennsylvania  SHPO  concurred  with  the  results  of  this 
archaeological  survey  (171  ARW  2012b,  McLearen  2011).  In  the  unlikely  event  that 
archaeological  or  human  remains  are  identified  during  construction,  all  activities  in  the  area  of 
the  discovery  would  cease  and  the  Environmental  Manager  would  contact  a  qualified 
archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Under  these  conditions,  there  would  be  no  adverse 
impacts  to  archaeological  resources  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #4. 
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4.4. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Three  buildings  are  proposed  for  interior  renovations  or  additions  at  the  171  ARW  installation 
(Buildings  301,  302,  and  320).  None  of  these  buildings  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  Both  301  and 
302  were  inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  in  2011  and  the  SHPO  concurred  with 
the  recommendation  that  they  were  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (171  ARW  2012b, 
MacDonald  2011).  Building  320  was  built  in  1997  and  is  therefore  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP 
because  it  is  less  than  50  years  old,  does  not  fall  within  the  Cold  War-era,  and  has  not  achieved 
exceptional  significance  (meet  Criterion  Consideration  G)  for  any  other  reason.  SHPO 
consultation  for  this  EIS  has  provided  concurrence  that  the  proposed  project  has  no  potential  to 
adversely  affect  historic  properties  (see  Appendix  B3).  There  would  be  no  adverse  impacts  to 
architectural  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  171  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  the  installation,  it  is  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional  resources  located  at  the 
171  ARW.  Govemment-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  has  been  conducted  with 
each  federally-recognized  Tribe  associated  with  the  171  ARW  installation  in  recognition  of  their 
status  as  sovereign  nations  and  in  order  to  provide  information  regarding  tribal  concerns  per 
Section  106  of  the  NRHP  as  well  as  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on 
or  near  the  installation.  Responses  have  been  received  from  all  the  Tribes  under  consultation. 
On  October  3,  2013  an  e-mail  from  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  was  received  stating  that  they 
had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Toth  2013  in  Appendix  B2).  On  January  13,  2014, 
an  e-mail  from  the  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York  was  received  stating  that  they  had  no  objection 
to  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Halftown  2014  in  Appendix  B2).  On  January  17,  2014,  the 
Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York  stated  that  they  had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  via 
telephone  call.  On  April  4,  2014,  the  Tonowanda  Band  of  Seneca  stated  that  they  had  no 
objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  via  telephone  call.  In  a  letter  dated  April  14,  2014,  the 
Tuscarora  Nation  stated  that  they  concur  that  the  proposed  project  will  have  no  effect  on 
predetermined  archaeological  sites  within  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect.  The  NGB  and  the  USAE 
values  its  relationship  with  tribes  and  will  continue  to  seek  opportunities  to  consult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known/potential  interest  to  tribes. 

4.4. 6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  are  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
archaeological  resources  are  known.  Additionally,  all  undisturbed  parts  of  the  installation  have 
been  surveyed  and  no  resources  were  present;  the  SHPO  has  concurred  (McEearen  2011).  The 
area  is  also  considered  to  have  a  low  potential  for  buried  archaeological  materials.  None  of  the 
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buildings  that  would  be  impacted  under  the  Proposed  Action  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The 
SHPO  has  concurred  with  this  determination  for  Buildings  301  and  302  (MacDonald  2011). 
Building  320  is  modern  and  does  not  meet  any  of  the  NRHP  criteria  for  significance.  No 
traditional  resources  are  known  to  occur  at  the  installation.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  are  anticipated  at  the  171  ARW  installation  under  Alternative  #4. 

4,4,7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #4  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4. 4. 7-1  and  Figure  4.4. 7-1,  areas  outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNLs  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  approximately  23  acres,  overall.  By 
zoning  districts,  the  Commercial  area  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by 
approximately  27  acres;  Mixed  Use  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  2  acres;  Industrial 
areas  would  increase  by  approximately  3  acres;  and  Residential  and  Agricultural  areas  would 
remain  approximately  the  same.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  70 
dB  or  greater.  No  additional  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are 
located  within  the  65  dB  DNL  off-airport  noise  contour  areas. 

Table  4,4,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 


Pittsburgh  lAP  Boundary 


Land  Use 

65  dB  to  70  dB  DNL 

70  dB  DNL  -H 

65  dB  to  80 
dB  DNL 

Baseline 

Proposed 

Change 

Baseline 

Proposed 

Change 

Change 

Commercial 

67.5 

40.4 

-27.1 

- 

- 

- 

-27.1 

Mixed  Use 

25.1 

27.4 

2.3 

- 

- 

- 

2.3 

Industrial 

33.1 

35.6 

2.5 

- 

- 

- 

2.5 

Residential 

2.9 

2.5 

-0.4 

- 

- 

- 

-0.4 

Agricultural 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Area 

128.6 

105.9 

-22.7 

- 

- 

- 

-22.7 

A  more  detailed  discussion  of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  can  be  found  in  Section  4.4.1,  Noise. 
4.4.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  3,834  (29  percent  decrease)  from  the 
currently  published  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program,  and  the  acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  decrease  by  79  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of 
approximately  23  acres  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  that  are  off  airport-controlled 
property.  Current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  would  not  change  due  to  the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A.  This  alternative  would  result  in  negligible  impacts  in  off-airport  areas  exposed  to  noise 
levels  above  65  dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affected. 
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4,4,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.4.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #4  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  23  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
control  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  the  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 4. 8. 2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  23 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4.4. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  up  to  186,395  SF  (4.3  acres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbance 
as  a  result  of  proposed  construction.  The  proposed  construction  activities  could  temporarily 
impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.4.4,  Soils  and  Water)-,  however,  through 
implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices,  preventative  maintenance,  and 
periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to  stormwater,  especially  during  active 
construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected  to  the  existing  stormwater  drainage  system 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

In  addition,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  up  to  88,529  SF  (2.0  acres)  of  new  impervious  surface. 
The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaces  would  potentially  increase  stormwater  runoff  volume 
and  peak  discharge  rates;  however,  as  discussed  in  further  detail  in  Section  4.4.4,  Soils  and 
Water,  stormwater  runoff  increases  would  be  managed  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210-10 
and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  the 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4  would  be  minimal. 

4.4. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
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additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  this  alternative 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #4  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4.4. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  186,395 
SE  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  88,529  SE  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
that  proposed  renovations  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  would  generate  2,197,597  pounds  (1,099  tons)  of 
renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS 
would  generate  384,216  pounds  (192  tons)  of  construction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the 
total  amount  of  construction  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  would  be 
1,291  tons. 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  It  is  unknown  what  landfill  would  be  used  for 
construction  debris  since  the  construction  contractor  would  choose  the  landfill.  However,  the 
Allied  Waste  Imperial  Landfill,  which  is  the  closest  to  the  installation,  has  a  permitted 
throughput  of  649,800  tons  per  year  (Allegheny  County  2009).  The  1,291  tons  of  proposed 
construction  debris  generated  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  would  represent  0.2  percent  of  the  yearly 
capacity  of  the  landfill.  Impacts  to  local  landfills  would  not  be  expected  to  exceed  the  permitted 
throughput  or  contribute  significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  171  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
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be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AEI  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4.4. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  occurring  only  during  active  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  23  under  Alternative 
#4  (see  Table  2.3-24).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  23  additional  one-way 
vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #4  would  add  an  additional  46  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  minimal  increase  in 
traffic  without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impacts  to  transportation 
infrastructure  would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impacts 
to  infrastructure  resulting  from  construction  would  be  negligible  since  any  interruption  of  utility 
services  or  increase  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 
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4,4,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 .4 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  aetivities  and  other  funetions 
would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aireraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typically  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aircraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  Alternative  #4. 

The  KC-46A  aircraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aircraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aircraft  and  is  expected  to  need  less  maintenance 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  would  increase  from  6,016  to  8,040  (a  34 
percent  increase);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils)  used  during 
operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from  what  is  currently  used  to 
maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more  details).  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of  fuel  used  during 
construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline)  would  be  required  to  run 
earth-moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  electricity  and  lighting  as  conditions 
warrant.  Procedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for  the  171  ARW 
installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  associated  with  Alternative  #4 
and  as  required  during  all  construction  and  renovation  activities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #4,  additions  to  Hangars  302  and  320  are  proposed,  and  internal  renovations 
to  Hangar  301  are  proposed.  According  to  the  1991  asbestos  report.  Hangars  301  and  302  were 
found  to  contain  ACM  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic.  A  LBP  survey  has  not  been 
conducted  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  However,  Buildings  301  and  302  were  built  before  1978 
and  therefore  may  contain  LBP.  Any  structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit 
would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any 
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renovation  or  demolition  activities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior 
to  or  during  demolition  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be 
managed  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations,  Pennsylvania 
requirements  (regarding  site  work  practices  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG 
procedures.  Removal  and  disposal  of  ACM  and  LBP  may  also  require  local  permits  and 
inspections  (depending  on  volume  or  area  being  removed/renovated)  through  the  Allegheny 
County  Health  Department.  Materials,  especially  discarded  oil  products,  would  be  screened  for 
PCB  contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4.4. 9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft.  Additionally,  the  two 
aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their  maintenance  and  operations  (e.g., 
fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  171  ARW  would 
increase  by  approximately  34  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to 
increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more  details).  Hazardous  waste 
generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  fdters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all  applicable  federal, 
state,  and  local  regulations.  No  changes  to  the  installation’s  large  quantity  generator  status 
would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aircraft 
operations. 

4.4. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  accordance  with  AFI32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  construction, 
modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  can  occur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Accordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  consider  a  compatible  land  use  based  on  current  site  conditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cycle  costs  to  include  those  associated  with  impacts  from  existing  contaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  contamination  at  the  proposed  construction  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
locating  construction  projects  in  areas  with  contamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  necessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  accomplishing  environmental  impact 
analysis  process  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  conditions 
and  their  associated  cost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the 
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CERCLA  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance  with  applieable  state  laws  for 
suspeeted  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project  generates  actions  to  address 
contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  notions  to  address 
oontamination,  the  oosts  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Aocount-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  oonstruotion  project.  This  includes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  construction 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  eneountered  within  the  construetion 
projeet  footprint  during  the  exeeution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
eonstruetion  projeet  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MIECON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction  contractor  costs  (such  as  direct 
delay  eosts  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  incidental  to  discovery  and  removal  of  the 
contamination  will  be  eonstruetion  project  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  sueh  oosts. 

Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  chemicals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  structures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  oomplete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physical  properties,  volatile 
ohemioals  oan  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  looated  near 
zones  of  subsurface  contamination. 

One  ERP  site.  Site  #7  overlaps  with  the  proposed  addition  to  Hangar  320  as  well  as  the  proposed 
apron  expansion  (Eigure  4. 4. 9-1).  This  site  is  closed  and  was  a  POE  storage  area  and  fuel 
hydrant  system  for  JP-4  fuel.  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  performed  at  this  site  did  not 
reveal  eontaminants  of  concern  above  PADEP  guidelines;  therefore,  it  is  not  expeeted  to  pose  a 
vapor  intrusion  coneern.  However,  it  is  reeommended  that  a  vapor  intrusion  analysis/testing  is 
completed  prior  to  oonstruotion  to  investigate  any  potential  ooncern.  If  testing  indicates  a  vapor 
intrusion  concern,  the  installation  would  implement  practices  in  aocordanoe  with  site-specifio 
vapor  mitigation  design  oonsiderations. 
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If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  eneountered  during  the  eourse  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construetion  aetivities,  work  would  eease  until  171  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  construction  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  contamination 
so  that  they  ean  inform  their  employees  in  advanee  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
construetion  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

Alternative  #4  would  not  result  in  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure,  nor 
would  it  affeet  the  eriteria  listed  in  Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.9.  Therefore,  no  significant  impacts 
from  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  occur  with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 9.4  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  construetion 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expeeted 
impact  from  ERP  sites.  Impacts  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 

4,4.10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #4,  construetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Pittsburgh  lAP.  Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  eonstruction  activities  at  the  171 
ARW  installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short-term 
economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting  from 
eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aireraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  minor  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  171  ARW.  Currently,  the  171  ARW  is  authorized  1,306  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #4,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  59  military  positions  (inerease  in 
235  full-time  positions  and  reduction  of  176  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table  2.3-24). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  80  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.01 
pereent  of  Allegheny  County  population.  Of  the  80  family  members,  approximately  28  would  be 
antieipated  to  be  of  sehool  age.  The  students  entering  the  local  schools  would  be  expected  to  be 
enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within  Allegheny  County.  It  is  antieipated 
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that  there  is  enough  capaeity  within  the  schools  in  this  county  to  absorb  this  minimal  increase  in 
school  age  children. 

A  net  increase  in  59  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 
4.5  percent  to  the  existing  171  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  235  additional 
full-time  personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  total  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately 
$12  million  for  full-time  employees.  However,  a  portion  of  this  (approximately  $4  million) 
would  be  offset  by  the  loss  of  176  part-time  guardsmen. 

All  171  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on- installation  housing.  A 
conservative  scenario  would  result  in  80  homes  purchased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel  relocate 
to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.01  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in  the 
Allegheny  County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own 
homes,  and  some  personnel  may  choose  to  live  in  other  neighboring  counties  or  states. 

4.4.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

4,4.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.4. 1 1 . 1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

As  presented  in  Table  4.4.11-1,  of  the  roughly  12  persons  (same  as  baseline)  that  would  be 
affected  by  proposed  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB,  none  are  considered  to  be  minorities,  or 
low-income  populations.  No  additional  minorities  or  low-income  populations  would  be 
impacted  by  aircraft  DNL  greater  65  dB  under  Alternative  #4.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  and  there  would 
be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations. 
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Table  4,4,11-1,  Population  within  Alternative  #4  Noise  Contours, 

Pittsburgh  lAP^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70-75 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 

2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Sources:  USCB  20 1  Of  and  20 1 1  f 


4.4.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off- installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to 
aircraft  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  Under  Alternative  #4  there  would  be  no  new 
Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  exposed  to  aircraft  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Therefore, 
under  Alternative  #4  there  would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 

4.4.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Given  that  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  would  be  reduced  under  Alternative 
#4,  there  would  be  no  additional  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income 
populations,  and  no  additional  schools  located  within  the  vicinity  Pittsburgh  lAP  exposed  to 
DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP.  In  addition,  there  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 
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4,5  Alternative  #5  —  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.5.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #5  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  associated  with  the  most 
current  approved  and  published  baseline  noise  study  to  assess  potential  impacts.  Details  of  the 
noise  modeling  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

Actual  2012  KC-135  airfield  operations  were  identified  in  Table  2.3-25.  This  data  was  used  in 
determining  the  proposed  KC-46A  airfield  operations  based  on  most  current  home-station  sorties 
and  airfield  operations  to  provide  a  more  accurate  determination  of  the  number  of  airfield 
operations  for  Alternative  #5.  Under  this  analysis,  the  proposed  airfield  operations  are  compared 
to  the  most  current  approved  and  published  2007  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  for 
Rickenbacker  lAP. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #5  were  generated  using  INM. 
Based  KC-135  operations  were  removed  and  replaced  with  KC-46A  operations  using  the  B-767- 
300  and  the  standard  flight  profile  data  provided  with  INM  as  substitute  data  and  applying  the 
data  to  the  current  based  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures  (INM  does  not  have  a 
standard  profile  or  noise  curve  data  for  the  KC-46A).  Using  the  standard  flight  profile  data 
provided  for  this  substitute  aircraft  in  INM  provides  an  accurate  analysis  of  noise  contour 
comparisons  that  would  be  expected  with  the  new  KC-46A.  Flight  profiles,  flight  tracks,  and 
operational  procedures  currently  being  used  by  the  KC-135  were  used  in  this  INM  program. 

4. 5. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #5,12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  replacing  the  current 
18  KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield.  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks,  altitude 
profdes)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would 
continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or 
descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews  for 
operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135;  however,  most  tactical  procedures  would  be 
accomplished  in  the  simulator  and  at  the  other  locations  away  from  Rickenbacker  lAP. 
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Using  the  current  published  and  approved  baseline  noise  contours  from  the  Rickenbacker  lAP 
FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  and  INM  data,  there  would  be  a  decrease  in 
the  overall  number  of  airfield  operations  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  for  comparison  (Table 
4.5. 1-1). 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  121  ARW  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of  8,040  hours,  resulting 
in  2,010  annual  sorties  of  which  it  is  expected  that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS.  Baseline  conditions  for  the  KC-135  are  represented  here  as  the  same 
number  of  121  ARW  airfield  operations  published  in  the  August  2007  Rickenbacker  lAP  FAR 
Part  150  study  (CRAA  2007).  Based  on  1,286  annual  home-station  sorties  with  an  average  of 
5.33  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  6,857  annual  home-station  operations,  or  a  reduction 
of  6,283  airfield  operations  annually  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  This  would  decrease  the  average 
daily  airfield  operations  from  approximately  36  to  25  as  shown  in  Table  4.5. 1-1.  The  121  ARW 
KC-46A  operations  would  be  approximately  1 1  percent  of  all  aircraft  operations  at  the  airfield 
under  the  current  approved  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Update. 


Table  4,5,1-1,  Changes  to  Rickenbacker  lAP  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 

Based  on  FAR  Part  150  Baseline 


Unit 

Total  Based  KC-135 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Total  Based  KC-46A 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Change  in  Airfield  Operations  Annually 
for  Proposed  KC-46A  Operations 
(%  Change) 

121  ARW 

13,140* 

6,857 

-6,283 

(35.8) 

(25.3) 

(-47.8%) 

Note:  1.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 


Table  4. 5. 1-2  provides  details  on  the  total  airfield  operations  for  Rickenbacker  lAP  under 
Alternative  #5  using  the  current  FAR  Part  150  as  the  baseline  operations.  There  would  be  a  9.4 
percent  decrease  in  the  overall  airfield  operations  from  the  current  baseline  operations.  There 
would  be  approximately  4  percent  of  KC-46A  airfield  operations  flown  during  environmental 
night.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  not 
change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change  to  any  other 
aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition. 


Table  4,5,l-2,  Rickenbacker  ANGS  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

KC-46A 

3,428 

0 

3,153 

276 

6,581 

276 

6,857 

Other  Aircraft^’"* 

13,870 

13,140 

13,505 

13,505 

27,375 

26,645 

54,020 

Total 

17,298 

13,140 

16,658 

13,781 

33,956 

26,921 

60,877 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  Based  aircraft  and  Transient  Aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Boeing  737,  747,  and  Airbus  300. 

4.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 
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Figure  4.5. 1-1  depicts  Alternative  #5  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the 
conversion  from  the  current  18  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.5. 1-2 
compares  baseline  noise  contours  with  Alternative  #5  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled 
include  all  current  based  and  transient  aircraft  as  depicted  in  the  2007  FAR  Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Noise  Update.  Table  4.5. 1-3  shows  changes  to  the  acreage  of  land  within  each 
noise  contour  under  Alternative  #5. 


Table  4,5,l-3,  Land  Areas  within  DNL  Contours  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #5 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #5  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dBDNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

811 

417 

1,228 

799 

345 

1,144 

-84 

70-75 

478 

0 

478 

495 

0 

495 

17 

75-80 

156 

0 

156 

276 

0 

276 

120 

80-85 

265 

0 

265 

288 

0 

288 

23 

>85 

232 

0 

232 

57 

0 

57 

-175 

Total 

1,942 

417 

2,359 

1,915 

345 

2,260 

-99 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 


Under  Alternative  #5,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  decrease  slightly  from  the  DNL  baseline 
contours.  The  reduction  is  the  result  of  fewer  KC-46A  airfield  operations  and  because  the 
KC-46A  is  generally  a  quieter  aircraft  (5  dB  quieter  on  landing  and  1  dB  louder  on  take-off)  than 
the  KC-135. 


Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure  area  would 
decrease  by  approximately  99  acres,  or  4  percent,  and  would  remain  primarily  on  airport 
property  with  approximately  345  of  the  acres  off  the  airport  property  under  Alternative  #5. 
Information  regarding  the  number  of  people  residing  in  this  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.5.1 1, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children',  and  information  regarding  the  area  of 
residential  use  is  located  in  Section  4.5.7,  Land  Use. 
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Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Pfighly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #5  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  65  dB  DNL. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  flying  profdes  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while 
take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #5,  only  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft 
operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the 
morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Potential  Efearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.5. 1-3,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Rickenbacker  lAP  that  falls  within  the 
80+  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated 
with  these  areas. 

4. 5. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with  construction 
activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning  EY 
2015).  Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the 
source  (EHWA  2006).  Aviation-related  activities  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  dominate  the  local  noise 
environment  for  brief  times  on  some  days.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility  construction 
would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield.  Therefore, 
impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #5  would  be  negligible. 

4. 5. 1.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  121  ARW  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  6,283  (48  percent  decrease  from 
the  currently  published  EAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program;  and  a  1  percent  increase  in 
actual  2012  airfield  operations),  and  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease  by  99  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of  72  acres  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  noise  contour  that  are  off  airport-controlled  property,  resulting  in  345  acres  off  airport- 
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controlled  property  that  lie  within  the  65  dB  DNL  eontour.  There  would  be  no  potential  for 
hearing  loss  off  the  airport  and  no  inerease  in  the  pereent  of  the  population  highly  annoyed. 
Construetion  noise  would  be  loealized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise 
environment.  Impaets  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,5,2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruetion  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  121  ARW. 
The  estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in  emissions 
between  existing  aireraft  operations  and  projeeted  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Riekenbaeker  lAP  were  reviewed  for  signifieanoe  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major 
sourees  for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for 
nonattainment  pollutants.  Beeause  the  projeet  region  within  Franklin  County  is  a  nonattainment 
area  for  O3  (marginal)  and  PM2.5,  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3  preeursors  NOx  and 
VOCs,  and  PM2.5,  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential  signifieanee  of  the  emissions  from  the 
KC-46A  eonversion.  For  attainment  pollutants,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for 
GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential  signifieanee  of  the  emissions  from  Alternative 
#5. 

4 . 5 .2 . 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sourees  assoeiated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Riekenbaeker  lAP 
inelude  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenanee/testing  of  aireraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite 
POV  eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  ineluding  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  souree  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  ealeulate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Eaetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  eurrently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  (AECEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aireraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  oeeur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typieal  depth  of  the  atmospherie  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aireraft  emissions  would  affeet  ground-level  pollutant  eoneentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  reeommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
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estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AFCEC  2013. 


Table  4. 5.2-1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  Table  4. 5. 2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 5. 2-1,  the  net  emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/Je  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 

Table  4,5,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  Emissions,  121  ARW 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

4.63 

68.57 

64.35 

6.38 

0.34 

0.34 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.11 

1.55 

0.43 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

4.55 

67.35 

3.55 

0.05 

0.15 

0.07 

Total 

9.29 

137.50 

68.48 

6.50 

0.51 

0.42 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

21.73 

77.82 

123.58 

7.78 

0.57 

0.49 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.59 

2.03 

0.54 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

4.09 

60.59 

2.68 

0.05 

0.15 

0.07 

Total 

26.43 

140.46 

126.95 

7.90 

0.73 

0.55 

Net  Increase 

17.13 

2.96 

58.47 

1.40 

0.23 

0.15 

MOB2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

1.84 

0.02 

0.85 

0.22 

0.45 

0.36 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

250 

100 

250 

250 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker 
lAP  would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  ton  per  year. 
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Table  4. 5. 2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP,  along  with  the  net  increase  in  comparison  with  the  baseline.  As 
shown  in  Table  4. 5. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 

Table  4,5,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  121  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

17,562 

0.49 

0.55 

17,742 

AGE 

3,298 

0.09 

0.11 

3,333 

Engine  Tests 

183 

0.01 

0.01 

185 

POVs 

2,407 

0.00 

0.00 

2,407 

Total 

23,451 

0.58 

0.66 

23,667 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

21,009 

0.53 

0.60 

21,206 

AGE 

3,291 

0.09 

0.11 

3,326 

Engine  Tests 

180 

0.00 

0.01 

182 

POVs 

2,430 

0.00 

0.00 

2,430 

Total 

26,909 

0.63 

0.71 

27,143 

Net  Increase 

3,458 

0.05 

0.05 

3,476 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE 
=  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4. 5. 2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  require  construction  and  renovation  of 
existing  airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality 
impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustion 
emissions  from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation 
of  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 5. 2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  construction 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 5. 2-3,  emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD/dfe  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 
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Table  4,5,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #5 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

SOx 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  -  Addition  and  Modifications 
to  Hangar  885 

0.32 

0.51 

0.09 

0.01 

0.40 

0.37 

170.43 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  883 

1.39 

2.20 

0.39 

0.04 

2.17 

1.70 

736.69 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 

Hangar  888 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing 
Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

9S)1 

21.55 

2.25 

1.07 

22.37 

8.31 

5,355.66 

Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines 
and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

0.05 

0.08 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

27.82 

Total 

11.12 

24.82 

2.80 

1.13 

25.00 

10.43 

6,413.19 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

250 

100 

100 

250 

250 

250 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

4. 5. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  in  an  area  of  nonattainment  for  the  O3  and  PM2.5  NAAQS. 
While  there  are  increases  in  operational  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  they  are  below  the  PSD/t/e 
minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  and  are  not  significant.  Operational  GHG  emissions  are 
within  thresholds  in  the  PSD  tailoring  rule.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational 
HAP  emissions  are  negligible. 

4.5.3  Safety 

4 . 5 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  facilities  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A 
beddown  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013b). 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  121  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  121  ARW. 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projects  related  to  Alternative  #5  would  not 
impact  aircraft  take-off  or  landings  or  penetrate  any  RPZs.  New  construction  is  not  proposed, 
only  existing  building  renovation;  therefore,  construction  activity  would  not  result  in  any  greater 
safety  risk  or  obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as 
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those  that  have  historieally  oeeurred  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would 
follow  established  loeal  approaeh  and  departure  patterns  used.  Therefore,  flight  aetivity  and 
subsequent  operations  would  not  require  ehanges  to  RPZs. 

To  support  the  aireraft  beddown  at  Riekenbaeker  ANGS,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures,  including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

At  present,  Rickenbacker  ANGS  has  no  QD  arcs  and  no  plans  to  store  munitions  at  the 
installation  are  proposed. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 5. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
have  been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in 
service  (Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft 
losses  (similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace,  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
would  comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate, 
should  they  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  includes  all  facets  of  flight  operations  and  comprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistic.  These  factors  should  minimize  risk  associated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 
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Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  an  inerease  of  approximately  6  pereent  in  121  ARW  annual 
operations  (1  percent  in  total  Rickenbacker  lAP  airfield  operations)  compared  to  existing 
conditions.  This  negligible  increase  in  take-offs,  landings,  proficiency  training,  and  other  flights 
would  not  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  safety  risk  to  aircrews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  change  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  opportunity 
for  aircraft  mishaps,  including  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expected  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expected  to  change  from  current  conditions.  In  addition,  current  airfield 
safety  procedures  discussed  previously  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and  additional  airfield 
flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  procedures. 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aircraft  accident  or  BASH  mishap  to  occur  in  the  local  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  civilians  to  be  impacted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vicinity  of 
Rickenbacker  lAP  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
officer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergency  situations.  Records  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  such  circumstances  are  rare,  occurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  capability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
capability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  which  could  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  certain  circumstances.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  costly 
inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 5. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  6  percent  increase  in  actual  121  ARW  airfield  operations  (1  percent  increase  in 
total  airfield  operations)  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  with  a  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and 
BASH  potential.  Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary 
techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures 
would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements 
and  procedures  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction 
activities.  Impacts  to  safety  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 
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4.5,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.5.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #5,  new  eonstruetion  would  consist  of  five  separate  projects  resulting  in 
368,330  SF  (8.5  acres)  of  new  construction  footprint  and  14,660  SF  (0.3  acre)  of  new  impervious 
surface  (Table  2.3-29).  These  proposed  construction  projects  for  aircraft  conversion  would  meet 
all  criteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #5  would  occur  primarily  on  Crosby-Urban  land 
complex  (0  to  2  percent  slopes),  with  a  small  amount  of  the  new  construction  footprint  on 
Kokomo-Urban  land  complex.  Crosby-Urban  land  complex  is  not  rated  in  road  or  small 
commercial  building  development  and  may  require  onsite  investigation  and  evaluation  for  most 
land  use  decisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations  (NRCS  2013).  There  is  no  proposed 
construction  on  any  farmland;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to 
Alternative  #5. 

Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  approximately  368,330  SF  (8.5  acres)  of  temporary  soil 
disturbance  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and 
water  resources  associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  sedimentation  during  construction  activity,  and 
standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the  121  ARW  SWPPP  (121  ARW  2009)  would  be 
implemented  during  and  following  the  construction  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the  use 
of  well-maintained  silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization 
of  cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of 
soil  stockpiles,  as  appropriate. 

A  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  activities  with 
the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while 
soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of  Ohio 
to  obtain  coverage  under  the  Storm  Water  Discharge  from  Small  and  Large  Construction 
Activities  (General  Permit  No.  OH000004)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects. 
Construction  activities  subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the 
ground  such  as  stockpiling  or  excavation.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and 
appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  earth  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of 
Alternative  #5  would  be  minimal. 

4. 5. 4.2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  approximately  14,660  SF  (0.3 
acre)  of  new  impervious  surface  from  the  proposed  construction  (Figure  4. 5.4-1).  This  could 
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result  in  localized  increases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  increases  in 
total  suspended  particulates  to  nearby  surface  waters.  However,  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210- 
10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438,  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or 
permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  LID  design  concepts  incorporates 
site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development  runoff  rates  and 
volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  increases  in  impervious 
surface  area. 

Increased  runoff  and  peak  discharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  increases  to  impervious  surface  can 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  conveyance  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
culverts)  in  accordance  with  site-specific  engineering  standards  that  take  into  consideration  the 
influence  of  surface  water  drainage  within,  adjacent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  project.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surface  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  project 
would  avoid  or  minimize  conflicts  with  city,  county,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affecting  adjacent  properties  and/or  the  project  area  itself  Such  measures  could 
include: 

•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space, 

•  installation  of  retention/detention  basins  for  water  recharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  discharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  such  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
construction,  and 

•  directing  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5  would  be  minimal. 
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4. 5. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #5,  the  inerease  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaee  (0.3  aere)  would 
also  result  in  a  deerease  in  groundwater  reeharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  inerease  in 
surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the  121  ARW 
SWPPP  (121  ARW  2009).  The  integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space  into 
project  design  would  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  due  to  increased  impervious 
surface.  The  use  of  these  features  would  also  increase  groundwater  recharge  through  direct 
percolation  offsetting  the  loss  of  pervious  surface  due  to  future  construction.  Additionally,  the 
impervious  surface  area  resulting  from  the  proposed  activities  would  not  be  one  continuous, 
hardened  surface.  Rather,  the  impervious  surfaces  would  occupy  several  smaller  areas,  which 
would  further  minimize  localized  impacts  to  groundwater  recharge. 

4. 5. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  construction  activities  at  the  installation  would  not  occur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  such,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4. 5. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  approximately  8.5  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance  and  0.3  acre  of  new 
impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts 
associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  would  be 
implemented.  Proposed  construction  would  not  impact  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland 
Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impacts  to  soil  and  water 
resources  would  be  negligible. 

4.5.5  Biological  Resources 

4.5.5. 1  Vegetation 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  Alternative  #5  at  the  121  ARW  installation  would 
occur  on  currently  paved  areas  or  actively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landscaped)  areas,  and 
would  result  in  an  increase  of  14,660  SF  (0.3  acre)  of  impervious  surfaces.  No  native  vegetation 
would  be  impacted.  Impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  negligible  due  to  the 
lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  area. 
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4.5. 5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #5,  impaets  to  wildlife  due  to  eonstruetion  would  be  minor.  Noise  assoeiated 
with  eonstruetion  may  also  eause  wildlife  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area,  ineluding  those  that  are 
proteeted  under  the  MBTA  and  may  eause  them  to  temporarily  leave  the  area.  Noise  assoeiated 
with  exeavating,  as  well  as  an  inerease  in  general  industrial  aetivity  and  human  presenee,  eould 
evoke  reaetions  in  birds.  Disturbed  nests  in  the  immediate  vieinity  of  eonstruetion  aetivity 
would  be  suseeptible  to  abandonment  and  depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations 
in  the  vieinity  of  the  airport  where  projeet  eomponents  would  oeeur  are  aeeustomed  to  elevated 
noise  assoeiated  with  aircraft  and  general  military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts 
from  construction  such  as  dust  and  noise  are  expected  to  be  minimal  because  the  ambient  noise 
levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions  and  would  be  unlikely  to 
substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of  the  proposed  construction 
and  modifications. 

Under  Alternative  #5,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  noise  from  proposed  operations  would  be  minor. 
Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard  associated  with  military  aircraft 
training.  Under  Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  the  same  airfield  environment  as 
the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  be  projected 
to  increase  slightly  by  approximately  6  percent  from  the  2012  baseline  operations  (1  percent 
increase  in  total  airfield  operations)  found  in  Table  2.3-27.  This  negligible  increase  in  levels  of 
operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  negligible  increase  in  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Adherence  to  the  existing,  BASH 
program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  (see  Section  4.5.3,  Safety).  The 
121  ARW  has  developed  procedures  designed  to  minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes,  and  has  documented  detailed  procedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk 
of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and 
some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport 
environment.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  increased 
bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspace. 

4. 5. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  known  to  occur  on  Rickenbacker  lAP,  and 
there  is  only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  due  to  lack  of  habitat.  Therefore,  there  would  be 
no  effect  on  federally  listed  species.  In  an  email  dated  April  7,  2014,  the  USFWS  has  concurred 
with  this  determination  (see  Appendix  B,  Section  B6).  Only  one  state  listed  species,  the  Northern 
Harrier,  is  currently  known  to  occur  on  Rickenbacker  lAP,  and  there  is  only  low  potential  for 
others  to  occur  due  to  lack  of  habitat.  Impacts  to  the  Northern  Harrier  would  be  similar  to  those 
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impacts  described  under  wildlife.  Indirect  impacts  to  the  Northern  Harrier  from  construction 
such  as  dust  and  noise  are  expected  to  be  minimal  beeause  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the 
vieinity  are  relatively  high  under  existing  conditions  and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially 
inerease  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of  the  proposed  construetion  and 
modifieations.  In  addition,  noise  from  proposed  operations  would  be  minor  as  total  airfield 
operations  are  projected  to  increase  slightly  by  approximately  1  pereent  from  baseline.  This 
negligible  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  negligible  increase  in 
opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  oecur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds. 
However,  adherence  to  the  existing  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife 
aireraft  strikes  (see  Seetion  4.5.3,  Safety).  Impacts  due  to  construction  noise  and  from  proposed 
operations  would  be  minor. 

4. 5. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  oceur  within  the  vieinity  of  the  proposed  projeet  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #5. 

4. 5. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  this  alternative  would  occur  primarily  on  currently 
paved  or  aetively  managed  areas.  Therefore  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  negligible.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to  wetlands.  Impacts  to  wildlife  and  sensitive  species  from  operational 
noise  would  be  minor  due  to  the  6  percent  increase  in  121  ARW  airfield  operations.  This 
small  inerease  in  the  airfield  operations  may  also  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird- 
aircraft  strikes  to  oceur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Impacts  to  state  listed  species 
would  be  minor.  No  federally  listed  species  or  eritical  habitat  is  known  to  oecur  on 
Rickenbacker  lAP,  therefore  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  federally  listed  speeies. 

4.5,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,497  to  1,694  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation, 
which  lack  cultural  resources. 

4.5.6. 1  Archaeological  Resourees 

There  is  one  significant  archaeological  resource  located  at  the  121  ARW  at  Rickenbacker  lAP. 
This  is  a  multi-component  site  that  is  considered  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  ground  disturbing 
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activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  not  occur  near  the  archaeological  resource  and 
therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  the  site.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or 
human  remains  are  identified  during  construction,  all  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  would 
cease  and  the  Environmental  Manager  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the 
discovery.  Under  these  conditions,  there  would  be  no  impact  to  archaeological  resources  under 
Alternative  #5. 

4. 5. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Two  of  the  hangars  (885  and  888)  proposed  for  additions,  modifications,  and  renovations  are 
eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  Ohio  SHPO  concurred  with  this  eligibility  determination  (121  ARW 
201  Id).  Hangar  885  would  have  an  addition  and  renovations  inside  to  house  the  new  aircraft  and 
support  facilities.  Because  these  renovations  would  alter  the  exterior  appearance  of  a  structure 
that  is  considered  eligible  because  of  its  design,  the  construction  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on 
a  historic  property.  Modification  to  Hangar  888  would  all  be  interior;  however,  they  could  have 
an  adverse  effect  to  this  NRHP-eligible  resource.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  have 
developed  a  Programmatic  Agreement  stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the 
MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  further  consultation  would  be  conducted  to  minimize  and  mitigate 
adverse  effects  to  these  buildings  (see  Appendix  B,  Section  B3).  The  third  hangar  with  proposed 
changes  (additions)  under  this  alternative  is  Hangar  883.  This  structure  has  not  been  inventoried; 
however,  it  was  constructed  in  2000  and  is  therefore  less  than  50  years  old,  is  not  a  Cold  War-era 
resource,  and  is  not  exceptionally  significant  (eligible  to  the  NRHP  under  Criterion 
Consideration  G).  For  these  reasons,  it  is  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  this  determination  and  agrees  that  no  adverse  effects  to  this  structure  would  result 
from  the  proposed  action. 

4. 5. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

No  traditional  resources  have  been  identified  at  the  121  ARW  installation  and  the  highly 
developed  nature  of  the  installation  makes  it  unlikely  to  contain  any  such  resources. 
Government-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  has  been  conducted  with  each  federally- 
recognized  Tribe  associated  with  the  121  ARW  installation  in  recognition  of  their  status  as 
sovereign  nations,  to  provide  information  regarding  tribal  concerns  per  Section  106  of  the  NRHP 
as  well  as  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on  or  near  the  installation. 
Five  responses  have  been  received.  The  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma  has  sent  a 
response  stating  that  according  to  their  reviews  no  traditional  resources  exist  on  the  121  ARW 
installation  (see  Appendix  B2  and  Stacy  2013).  On  January  17,  2014,  the  Shawnee  Tribe  stated 
that  they  had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  via  telephone  call.  On  January  22,  2014  the 
Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota  stated  that  they  had  no  objection  to 
the  Proposed  Action  via  telephone  call.  On  February  4,  2014,  the  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi 
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Indians  stated  that  they  had  no  objeetion  to  the  Proposed  Aetion  via  telephone  eall.  The 
Delaware  Nation  stated  via  telephone  on  April  3,  2014  that  they  had  no  objeetion  to  the  Proposed 
Aetion.  Letters  and  written  eorrespondenee  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  ealls  and 
emails  in  an  effort  to  inerease  aceessibility  and  eneourage  eommunieation  in  the  event  a  Tribe 
would  have  any  eoneems  regarding  the  Proposed  Aetion  or  land  below  the  affeeted  or  proposed 
airspaee  areas.  Correspondenee  sent  to  the  tribes  and  follow-up  efforts  are  loeated  in  Appendix 
B2.  Additional  efforts  were  made  to  eontaet  non-responsive  tribes  without  sueeess  (see 
Appendix  B2).  While  the  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes  and  will 
eontinue  to  eonsult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes, 
Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  proposed  alternative  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
now  complete. 

4. 5. 6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  would  be  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
archaeological  resources  are  known.  Additionally,  the  installation  has  been  surveyed  for 
archaeological  resources  and  no  NRHP-eligible  resources  were  discovered.  The  Ohio  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  the  findings  of  the  archaeological  survey  (Snyder  2007).  One  significant 
archaeological  resource  was  recorded  prior  to  the  2007  installation-wide  survey.  This  site  is  not 
within  the  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  not  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action.  Two 
NRHP-eligible  hangars  (883  and  885)  could  be  adversely  impacted  by  construction  under  this 
alternative.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  have  developed  a  Programmatic 
Agreement  stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown, 
further  consultation  would  be  conducted  to  minimize  and  mitigate  adverse  effects  to  these 
buildings.  Therefore,  with  completion  of  Section  106  consultation,  no  adverse  impacts  are 
anticipated  to  cultural  resources  at  the  121  ARW  installation  under  Alternative  #5. 

4,5,7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #5  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4. 5. 7-1  and  Figure  4. 5. 7-1,  areas  outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNLs  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  72  acres,  overall.  By  zoning  districts. 
Industrial  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  approximately  2  acres. 
Public  and  Utility  areas  would  decrease  slightly  (less  than  1  acre  each).  Agricultural  areas  would 
decrease  by  approximately  36  acres,  and  non-designated  lands  would  decrease  by  approximately 
33  acres.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are  located  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  off-airport  noise  contour  areas.  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  aircraft  operations 
and  noise  can  be  found  in  Section  4.5.1,  Noise.  Therefore,  Alternative  #5  is  compatible  with 
current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  and  would  result  in  minor  beneficial  impacts. 
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Table  4,5,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 


Rickenbacker  lAP  Boundary 


Land  Use 

65  dB  TO  70  dB  DNL 

Baseline 

Proposed 

Change 

Industrial 

5.3 

3.1 

-2.2 

Public  Exempt 

0.3 

0.1 

-0.2 

Utilities 

0.8 

0.3 

-0.5 

Agricultural 

342.1 

306.1 

-36.0 

Non-designated 

68.5 

35.4 

-33.1 

Total  Area 

417 

345 

-72.0 
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Figure  4,5,7-l,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and  Land  Use 
Under  Alternative  #5  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 

Source:  Pickaway  County  2013.  Franklin  County  Zoning  2013.  Rickenbacker  lAP  2005 
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4.5.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  6,283  (48  pereent  deerease)  from  the 
eurrently  published  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program,  and  the  aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  eontour  would  decrease  by  99  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of 
72  acres  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  eontour  that  are  off  airport-eontrolled  property,  resulting  in 
345  aeres  off  airport-eontrolled  property  that  lie  within  the  65  dB  eontour.  Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would  not  ehange  due  to  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible  impacts  in  off-airport  areas  exposed  to  noise  levels  above  65  dB  DNL. 
Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affeeted. 

4,5.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.5.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #5  as  a  result  of  the 
inerease  in  personnel;  however,  an  inerease  in  184  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impaet  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
eontrol  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  eonstruetion  phases.  However,  this 
inerease  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expeeted  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 5. 8.2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  inerease  in  184 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  defieiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4. 5. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  an  up  to  368,330  SF  (8.5  aeres)  of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  as  a  result  of  proposed  eonstruetion.  The  proposed  eonstruetion  activities  could 
temporarily  impaet  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Seetion  4.5.4,  Soils  and  Water)-, 
however,  through  implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices  (as  described 
previously),  preventative  maintenanee,  and  periodie  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to 
stormwater,  espeeially  during  aetive  eonstruetion  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expeeted  to  the 
existing  stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion. 
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In  addition,  there  would  be  an  inerease  in  up  to  14,660  SF  (0.3  aere)  of  new  impervious  surfaee. 
The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaees  would  potentially  inerease  stormwater  runoff  volume 
and  peak  diseharge  rates;  however,  as  diseussed  in  further  detail  in  Seetion  4.5.4,  Soils  and 
Water,  stormwater  runoff  inereases  would  be  managed  sueh  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210-10 
and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  the 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5  would  be  minimal. 

4. 5. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  Alternative  #5 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  EEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #5  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4. 5. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  368,330 
SE  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  14,660  SE  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
that  proposed  renovations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  generate  4,342,61 1  pounds  (2,171  tons)  of 
renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 
would  generate  63,624  pounds  (32  tons)  of  construction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the 
total  amount  of  construction  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  be 
2,203  tons. 
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Solid  waste  generated  at  Riekenbacker  lAP  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  eould  result 
in  impaets  to  solid  waste  management  faeilities  in  the  area.  The  Franklin  County  Landfill  has  a 
remaining  life  expeetaney  of  24  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  1,020,659  tons  per  year 
(Solid  Waste  Authority  of  Central  Ohio  2011).  The  2,203  tons  of  proposed  eonstruetion  debris 
generated  at  Rickenbaeker  lAP  would  represent  0.2  pereent  of  the  yearly  eapaeity  of  the  landfill. 
Impaets  to  loeal  landfills  would  not  be  expeeted  to  exeeed  the  permitted  throughput  or  eontribute 
significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  121  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  API  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4. 5. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  occurring  only  during  active  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  1 84  under  Alternative 
#5  (see  Table  2.3-30).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  184  additional  one¬ 
way  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #5  would  add  an  additional  368  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  increase  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impacts  to  transportation  infrastructure 
would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #5. 
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4. 5. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expeeted  sinee  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expeeted  that  the  existing  infrastrueture  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  faeilities  and  inereased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impaets 
to  infrastrueture  resulting  from  eonstruetion  would  be  negligible  sinee  any  interruption  of  utility 
services  or  increase  demand  on  infrastrueture  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impaets  to 
infrastrueture  would  be  negligible. 

4,5.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 . 5 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  activities  and  other  functions 
would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aireraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aireraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typieally  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aireraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  the  Proposed  Actions. 

The  KC-46A  aireraft  has  been  designed  with  a  foeus  on  reduetion  of  hazardous  materials  sueh 
that  hazardous  materials  eurrently  required  for  maintenanee,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
assoeiated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aireraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aireraft  for  maintenanee  aetivities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aireraft  and  is  expeeted  to  need  less  maintenanee 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircrafts. 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  121  ARW  would  inerease  from 
7,215  to  8,040  (an  11  pereent  inerease);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  (e.g., 
fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  eommensurately  from  what  is 
eurrently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.9,  for  more  details). 
Additionally,  it  is  expeeted  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  eonstruetion  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline)  would  be 
required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  eleetrieity  and  lighting 
as  eonditions  warrant.  Proeedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for  the  121 
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ARW  installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  assoeiated  with  Alternative 
#5  and  as  required  during  all  eonstruetion  and  renovation  aetivities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #5,  additions  to  Hangars  885  and  883  are  proposed,  and  internal  renovations 
to  Hangar  888  are  proposed.  Lead  abatement  was  eondueted  in  2004  at  Buildings  885  and  888. 
Aeeording  to  the  1995  asbestos  report,  Hangars  885  and  883  were  found  to  eontain  no  ACM. 
Building  883  was  built  in  the  year  2000  and  therefore  it  is  assumed  that  it  does  not  eontain  any 
LBP  or  ACM.  Any  struetures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspeeted 
for  ACM  and  LBP  aeeording  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or 
demolition  aetivities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior  to  or  during 
demolition  in  aecordanee  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be  managed  and 
disposed  of  in  aeeordanee  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations,  Ohio  requirements  (regarding  site 
work  praetiees  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG  proeedures.  Materials,  especially 
discarded  oil  produets,  would  be  sereened  for  PCB  eontamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 5. 9. 2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expeeted  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs,  whieh  would  not  be  required  with  the  KC-46A.  Additionally,  the  two  aireraft  require  the 
same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their  maintenanee  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under 
Alternative  #5,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  would  inerease  approximately  11  pereent; 
therefore,  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  eommensurately  (see 
Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.9,  for  more  details).  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used 
filters,  oily  rags,  ete.)  would  eontinue  to  be  managed  in  aeeordanee  with  the  installation’s 
Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations. 
Additionally,  no  ehanges  to  the  installation’s  small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expeeted 
to  oeeur  due  to  the  inerease  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aireraft  operations. 

4. 5. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  aeeordanee  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  eonstruetion, 
modifieations  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  ean  oeeur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Aeeordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  eonsider  a  eompatible  land  use  based  on  eurrent  site  eonditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cyele  eosts  to  inelude  those  assoeiated  with  impaets  from  existing  eontaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
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identifying  existing  eontamination  at  the  proposed  eonstruetion  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
loeating  eonstruetion  projeets  in  areas  with  eontamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  neeessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  aeeomplishing  environmental  impaet 
analysis  proeess  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  eonditions 
and  their  assoeiated  eost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the 
CERCLA  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  laws  for 
suspected  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project  generates  actions  to  address 
contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  actions  to  address 
contamination,  the  costs  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Account-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  construction  project.  This  includes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  construction 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  encountered  within  the  construction 
project  footprint  during  the  execution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
construction  project  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MIECON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction  contractor  costs  (such  as  direct 
delay  costs  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  incidental  to  discovery  and  removal  of  the 
contamination  will  be  construction  project  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  such  costs. 

Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  chemicals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  structures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  complete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physical  properties,  volatile 
chemicals  can  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  located  near 
zones  of  subsurface  contamination. 

One  ERP  site.  Site  #46,  overlaps  with  the  proposed  fuel  line  under  Alternative  #5  (Eigure 
4. 5. 9-1).  This  site,  which  is  closed,  was  investigated  as  part  of  a  jet  fuel  pipeline  investigation. 
Petroleum  contamination  levels  for  this  site  were  found  to  be  below  Bureau  of  Einderground 
Storage  Tank  Regulation  limits;  therefore,  it  is  not  expected  to  pose  a  vapor  intrusion  concern. 
However,  it  is  recommended  that  a  vapor  intrusion  analysis/testing  is  completed  prior  to 
construction  to  investigate  any  potential  concern.  If  testing  indicates  a  vapor  intrusion  concern, 
the  installation  would  implement  practices  in  accordance  with  site-specific  vapor  mitigation 
design  considerations. 
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If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  eneountered  during  the  eourse  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construetion  aetivities,  work  would  eease  until  121  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  construction  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  eontamination 
so  that  they  ean  inform  their  employees  in  advanee  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
construetion  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

4. 5. 9.4  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  under  this 
alternative.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  scheduled  for  construction 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expeeted 
impaet  from  ERP  sites.  However,  if  eontaminated  media  are  encountered  during  the  course  of 
site  preparation  or  site  development,  work  would  eease  until  121  ARW  Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate  course  of  aetion  for  the  construction  project  to  ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met.  Impacts  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  negligible. 

4,5,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #5,  construetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Rickenbaeker  lAP.  Economie  activity  associated  with  proposed  eonstruction  activities  at  the 
121  ARW  installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short-term 
economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  benefieial  impacts  resulting  from 
eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  121  ARW.  Currently,  the  121  ARW  is  authorized  1,497  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  197  military  positions  (inerease  in 
212  full-time  positions  and  reduetion  of  15  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table  2.3-30). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  268  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.04 
pereent  of  Franklin  County  population  and  0.8  percent  of  Pickaway  County  population.  Of  the 
268  family  members,  approximately  112  would  be  antieipated  to  be  of  school  age.  The  students 
entering  the  loeal  sehools  would  be  expected  to  be  enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different 
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areas  within  Pickaway  and  Franklin  counties.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  is  enough  capacity 
within  the  schools  in  these  counties  to  absorb  this  minimal  increase  in  school  age  children. 

A  net  increase  in  197  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 

13.2  percent  to  the  existing  121  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  212  proposed 
full-time  personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  total  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately 
$16.5  million. 

All  121  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on- installation  housing.  A 
conservative  scenario  would  result  in  197  homes  purchased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel 
relocate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.04  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in  the 
Franklin  County  and  less  than  0.9  percent  of  Pickaway  County.  However,  not  all  the  military 
personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own  homes  and  personnel  would  most  likely  be  distributed 
between  the  two  counties. 

4.5.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

4,5.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.5.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  no  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low- 
income  populations,  located  within  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP  exposed  to  aircraft  DNL  of 
65  dB  or  above.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP. 

4.5.1 1.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  no  schools  that  are  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Under  Alternative  #5 
there  would  be  no  schools  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #5 
there  would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 

4.5.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Given  that  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  would  be  reduced,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  and  no  additional 
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schools  located  within  the  vicinity  Rickenbacker  lAP  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus, 
there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity 
of  Rickenbacker  lAP.  In  addition,  there  would  be  no  speeial  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


4-154 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


4,6  No  Action  Alternative 

The  CEQ  regulation  40  CFR  §  1502.14(d)  speeifically  requires  analysis  of  the  “No  Action” 
alternative  in  all  NEPA  documents.  Linder  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  proposed  aircraft 
beddown  would  not  occur,  and  the  NGB  would  not  implement  the  components  described  under 
any  of  the  five  Action  Alternatives  analyzed  in  the  previous  sections.  There  would  be  no  change 
in  based  aircraft,  use  of  the  airfield  or  Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA),  or  personnel  assigned  to  the 
KC-135  aircraft  squadrons  and  the  proposed  construction  would  not  be  required.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  the  NGB  would  continue  to  conduct  their  current  mission  using  the  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  with  multiple  configurations  and  crews  that  are  not  trained  to  accomplish  every 
mission.  This  lack  of  standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the  fleet  would  continue  to 
negatively  impact  the  ability  for  aircrews  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi-role  missions  or 
exploit  new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  continued  use  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  would  not  meet 
the  identified  needs  of  the  NGB  or  the  USAF;  however,  this  alternative  is  carried  forward  for 
analysis  in  this  EIS  per  CEQ  regulations.  Impacts  at  each  of  the  alternative  installations  as  a 
result  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  are  described  below. 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative  there  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  authorized  at  any  of 
the  alternative  installations;  use  of  the  respective  airfield;  construction,  or  assigned  personnel. 

•  The  190  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  12  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1,242  personnel. 

•  The  108  WG  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  8  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1  BAI  and  1,329  personnel. 

•  The  157  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  8  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1  BAI  and  1,382  personnel. 

•  The  171  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  16  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1,306  personnel. 

•  The  121  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  18  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1,497  personnel,  until  the  2013  NDAA  is  fully  implemented.  At  that  time,  the 
121  ARW  will  have  a  reduction  of  6  KC-135  aircraft,  resulting  in  a  PAA  of  12  KC-135. 
There  would  be  a  commensurate  reduction  in  personnel  assigned  to  the  121  ARW  as  a 
result  of  implementation  of  the  NDAA  (see  Section  5.5). 

4,6,1  Noise 

Noise  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Noise  section  for 
each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.1,  3.2.1,  3.3.1,  3.4.1,  and  3.5.1).  Each  of  the  five 
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installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter 
3.  The  noise  environment  at  each  of  the  five  alternative  airfields  would  continue  to  be  managed 
through  their  existing  AICUZ  or  FAR  Part  150  airfield  compatibility  programs.  Under  each 
alternative  described  in  the  Noise  sections  in  Chapter  4,  there  were  varying  changes  in  the  extent 
of  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours;  some  of  the  alternatives  had  imperceptible  positive  changes 
(Forbes  ANGS,  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Rickenbacker  ANGS),  and  some  had  larger  adverse  changes 
(JB  MDL,  Pease  ANGS).  There  would  be  no  additional  Noise  impacts  at  any  of  the  alternative 
installations  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.2  Air  Quality 

Air  Quality  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Air  Quality 
section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.2,  3.2.2,  3.3.3,  3.4.2,  and  3.5.2)  under  the  No 
Action  Alternative.  Each  of  the  five  installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same  manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of 
airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter  3.  Emissions  at  each  of  the  alternative  installations 
would  continue  to  be  in  compliance  with  their  respective  SIPs.  There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Air  Quality  at  each  alternative  installation  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.3  Safety 

Both  ground  and  flight  safety  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  Safety  section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.3,  3.2.3,  3.3.3,  3.4.3,  and 
3.5.3).  Each  of  the  five  installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly 
the  aircraft  in  the  same  manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as 
described  in  Chapter  3.  Under  each  alternative  described  in  Chapter  4,  there  was  a  range  in  the 
increase  of  annual  airfield  operations,  with  Rickenbacker  ANGS  increasing  by  412  annual 
operations  up  to  JB  MDE,  which  would  increase  by  9,268  annual  operations.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  this  increase  in  annual  airfield  operations  would  not  occur  at  any  of  the 
alternative  installations.  All  aspects  of  both  ground  and  flight  safety  would  be  expected  to 
remain  as  described  in  Chapter  3.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Safety  under  the  No 
Action  Alternative. 

4.6.4  Soils  and  Water 

Both  Soils  and  Water  Resources  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  Soils  and  Water  section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.4,  3.2.4,  3.3.4,  3.4.4, 
and  3.5.4).  Under  the  alternatives,  surface  disturbance  at  the  alternative  installations  ranged 
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from  3.0  to  8.5  acres  (Pease  ANGS  and  Riekenbaeker  ANGS,  respeetively);  and  new  impervious 
surfaee  ranged  from  0  to  2.4  aeres  (Pease  ANGS  and  JB  MDL,  respeetively).  Under  the  No 
Aetion  Alternative,  none  of  this  proposed  eonstruetion  would  oeeur  at  any  of  the  alternative 
installations,  although  other  non-related  eonstruetion  aetivities  would  oeeur  to  provide  the 
neeessary  faeilities  for  the  on-going  mission.  There  would  be  no  additional  impaets  to  Soils  and 
Water  Resourees  as  a  result  of  the  No  Aetion  Alternative. 

4.6.5  Biological  Resources 

Biological  Resources  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Biological  Resources  section  for 
each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.5,  3.2.5,  3.3.5,  3.4.5,  and  3.5.5).  Under  the  alternatives, 
new  impervious  surface  ranged  from  0  to  2.4  acres  (Pease  ANGS  and  JB  MDL,  respectively); 
and  there  was  a  proposed  increase  in  annual  airfield  operations,  with  Riekenbaeker  ANGS 
increasing  by  412  annual  operations  up  to  JB  MDL,  which  would  increase  by  9,268  annual 
operations.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  there  would  be  no  increase  in  annual  airfield 
operations  at  any  of  the  installations,  and  none  of  this  proposed  construction  would  occur  at  any 
of  the  alternative  installations,  although  other  non-related  construction  activities  would  occur  to 
provide  the  necessary  facilities  for  the  on-going  mission.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts 
to  Biological  Resources  as  a  result  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.6  Cultural  Resources 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  Cultural  Resources  at  each  alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Cultural  Resources  section  for  each  alternative  location 
(Sections  3.1.6,  3.2.6,  3.3.6,  3.4.6,  and  3.5.6).  None  of  the  proposed  facility 
construction/renovations  would  occur  at  any  of  the  installations,  and  thus,  there  would  be  no 
potential  impacts  to  facilities  that  are  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  There  would  be  no 
surface  disturbance  from  construction  activities,  and  thus  no  potential  to  impact  unknown 
archaeological  resources.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Cultural  Resources  as  a  result 
of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.7  Land  Use 

Land  Use  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Land  Use  section 
for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.7,  3.2.7,  3.3.7,  3.4.7,  and  3.5.7).  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter 
3.  Under  each  alternative  described  in  the  Land  Use  sections  in  Chapter  4,  there  were  varying 
changes  in  the  areal  extent  of  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours;  some  of  the  alternatives  had 
imperceptible  positive  changes  (Forbes  ANGS,  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Riekenbaeker  ANGS),  and 
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some  had  larger  adverse  ehanges  (JB  MDL,  Pease  ANGS),  but  land  use  within  the  65  dB  DNL 
and  greater  noise  contours  was  generally  considered  to  be  compatible  at  all  locations.  There 
would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Land  Use  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  at  any  of  the 
alternative  locations. 

4.6.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  Infrastructure  and  Transportation  at  each  alternative 
installation  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative  location 
(Sections  3.1.8,  3.2.8,  3.3.8,  3.4.8,  and  3.5.8).  Under  the  various  action  alternatives,  there  would 
be  a  range  of  increases  in  additional  based  personnel  between  23  and  255  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  and 
JB  MDL,  respectively).  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  there  would  be  no  change  to  the  based 
personnel  at  any  of  the  alternative  locations.  There  would  be  no  increase  in  use  of  various 
utilities  or  roadway  systems  under  this  alternative.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to 
Infrastructure  and  Transportation  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes  at  each  alternative 
installation  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative  location 
(Sections  3.1.9,  3.2.9,  3.3.9,  3.4.9  and  3.5.9).  Each  of  the  five  installations  would  retain  the 
KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter  3.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  the  throughput  and  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would 
not  change  from  baseline  conditions.  The  benefit  of  eliminating  ODS  with  the  KC-46A  would 
not  be  realized.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.10  Socioeconomics 

Under  the  No  Action  alternative.  Socioeconomics  at  each  alternative  installation  would  remain 
as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.10,  3.2.10,  3.3.10, 
3.4.10,  and  3.5.10).  Under  the  various  action  alternatives,  there  would  be  a  range  of  increases  in 
additional  stationed  personnel  between  23  and  255  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  and  JB  MDL, 
respectively).  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  there  would  be  no  change  to  the  based 
personnel  at  any  of  the  alternatives.  Further,  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  none  of  the 
proposed  construction  activities  would  occur,  and  thus  the  minor  economic  benefit  of  additional 
based  personnel  and  construction  activity  would  not  occur  at  any  of  the  alternative  installations. 
There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Socioeconomics  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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4,6,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  the  No  Aetion  Alternative,  Environmental  Justiee  and  the  Protection  of  Children  at  each 
alternative  installation  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative 
location  (Sections  3.1.11,  3.2.11,  3.3.11,  3.4.11,  and  3.5.11).  There  were  no  disproportionate 
impacts  to  low-income,  minority,  or  children  identified  under  any  of  the  action  alternatives. 
There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  as  a  result  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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CHAPTER  5  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS  AND  IRREVERSIBLE 
AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES 


Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5.1  Alternative  #1  —  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  Cumulative 
Effects 

5.1.1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

Forbes  Field  Airport  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility 
upgrades  occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the 
potential  to  act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #1  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The 
ROI  for  cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Forbes  Field  Airport,  and  the  immediately 
adjacent  property  because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these 
properties.  Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  FIS,  as  well  as 
those  other  projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  planned  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within 
the  ROI  are  discussed  below  in  Table  5. 1.1-1. 


Table  5,1, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Forbes  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  190  ARW  Projects  | 

KC-46A  MOB  1  Basing  would  add  977  airfield  operations  per  year  to 
Forbes  Field  Airport 

N/A 

FY  2015 

Forbes  Field  Airport  Runway  03-21:  Mill  and  overlay  existing  conerete 
with  4  inehes  of  asphalt.  Add  medium  intensive  lighting. 

N/A 

FY  2013  -  FY  2014 

Building  770:  Consolidate  vehiele  maintenance/AGE 

2,000 

FY  2014 

Building  665:  Repair  roof 

N/A 

FY  2014 

Seeondary  Entry  Control:  Add  new  eontrol  point  at  main  entry 

80,000 

FY  2015 

Parking  ramp:  replace  parking  ramp  at  the  full  depth 

850,000 

FY  2016 

Building  550  Repair  roof,  add  78  photovoltaic  panels 

N/A 

FY  2017 

Building  200:  Repair  roof,  add  photovoltaic  panels 

80,000 

FY  2018 

Repair  Building  668 

N/A 

FY  2018 

Notes:  SF  =  square  feet;  190  ARW  =  190'*'  Air  Refueling  Wing;  MOB  1  =  Main  Operating  Base  1;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  AGE  = 


aerospace  ground  equipment 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  5  -Cumulative  Effects  and  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 
Forbes  ANGS 


5-1 


Final  -  June  2014 


5,1,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5. 1.2.1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  number  of  aeres  eontained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  deerease  by  approximately  41  aeres.  There  are  no  residential  areas  that  underlie  the 
noise  eontours  under  this  alternative.  While  there  are  other  projeets  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  that 
have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  most  of  these,  with  the 
exeeption  of  the  potential  MOB  1  KC-46A  use  of  the  airfield,  are  short-term  construetion 
projeets  that  would  oecur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting.  Noise  assoeiated  with  the 
additional  977  MOB  1  annual  operations  would  not  be  expeeted  to  change  the  noise  contours  to 
the  extent  that  additional  sensitive  receptors  would  be  impacted,  or  that  would  result  in  land  use 
incompatibilities.  Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short  term  and  localized 
to  the  airport  environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours. 
Cumulative  impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  be  minimal. 

5. 1.2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  the  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  (including  both  construction  and 
airfield  operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the 
CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  would  contribute  to  less  than  adverse  (or  less  than  significant)  cumulative  impacts  to  air 
quality. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Forbes  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area  in 
general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 
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5. 1.2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  190  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  190  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  The  fire  and  crash  response  capability  currently  provided  by  the 
190  ARW  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements.  Risk  of  a  catastrophic 
event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative  #1  or  those  activities 
described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable 
occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with 
described  construction  activities.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be 
negligible  at  the  airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  would  be 
beneficial  to  safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements. 

5. 1.2.4  Soils  and  Water 
Soils 

In  addition  to  the  258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from  the 
implementation  of  Alternative  #1,  additional  surface  area  would  also  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity 
as  a  result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of 
pollution  regulated  by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1 
larger  than  1  acre  would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates 
the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in 
an  effort  to  reduce  the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling 
erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard 
construction  practices  would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and 
control  sedimentation.  These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity 
dissipation  devices;  well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization 
of  cut/fill  slopes;  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of 
temporary  detention  ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with 
impervious  surfaces  would  be  reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to 
minimize  future  erosion  potential.  Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize 
potential  erosion,  cumulative  impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 
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The  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  is  intended  to  minimize  the  impact  federal  programs  have 
on  the  unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion  of  farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses.  Provided 
that  the  projects  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  are  all  within  federal  lands,  each  project  would  be  subject  to 
Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  compliance.  Should  any  of  these  projects  have  the  potential  to 
convert  farmland  to  non-farm  use,  a  land  evaluation  and  site  assessment  would  be  conducted  and 
alternative  sites  considered  should  potential  adverse  impacts  to  farmland  exceed  the 
recommended  allowable  level. 

Water 

There  would  be  no  increase  in  impervious  surfaces  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative 
#1.  It  is  expected  that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements 
including  implementation  of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such, 
cumulative  impacts  to  surface  water  and  groundwater  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5. 1.2. 5  Biological  Resources 

DNL  noise  contours  from  operations  would  be  expected  to  decrease  by  41  acres  from  baseline 
with  the  conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Noise  levels  from  construction  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels 
associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at 
Forbes  Field  Airport  would  be  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  39  percent  from  baseline 
operations  (17  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations 
(e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to 
occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  special  status  species  are  currently  known  to 
reside  on  Forbes  Field  Airport  and  there  is  only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  within  the 
vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  There  would  be  no  construction-related  impacts  to  the 
vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the  vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5. 1.1-1.  There  are 
no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  footprints.  In  general,  construction 
activities  at  the  190  ARW  installation  and  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  primarily  occur  on  sites 
that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These  impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some 
vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However,  wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typical  of 
urban  and  suburban  areas.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be 
minor. 

5 . 1 .2.6  Cultural  Resources 

The  installation  is  considered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing  archaeological 
resources.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
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proposed  construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  #1  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in 
Table  5. 1.1-1,  activities  would  immediately  cease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Under  Alternative 
#1,  only  one  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  modification  (Building  679)  is  eligible  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP.  However,  extensive  renovations  have  occurred  to  this  building  that  were  mitigated 
through  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  signed  in  2009.  The  current  interior  modifications  would 
not  affect  this  previous  agreement.  Additionally,  the  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  that  there 
would  be  no  historic  properties  affected  with  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  (Zollner  2013). 
Therefore,  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  to  a  historic  property.  No  traditional  cultural 
resources  have  been  identified  on  the  installation.  None  of  the  facilities  listed  for  renovation 
and/or  modification  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  Therefore,  no 
cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated. 

5. 1.2.7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #1,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  decrease  by  approximately  41  acres  resulting  in  beneficial  impacts.  In 
general,  land  uses  surrounding  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
activities  described  under  Alternative  #1  in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1.  The 
location  and  function  of  proposed  structures  within  the  Forbes  ANGS  are  compatible  with  the 
surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  and  adjacent  areas  is 
anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including 
those  associated  with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project-specific 
studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use 
conflicts,  such  as  encroachment  airfield  safety  zones.  If  the  rehabilitation  of  the  runway  in  2014 
is  approved,  all  based  aircraft  would  need  to  be  relocated  to  a  different  airfield  during 
construction.  Additionally,  if  the  USAF  MOB  1  bases  the  KC  46  at  McConnell  AFB,  Forbes 
Field  Airport  would  be  used  as  an  auxiliary  field,  adding  an  additional  977  operations  per 
year.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities,  including  impacts 
from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

5.1 .2.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #1.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  may  require 
additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
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affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  described  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5 . 1 . 2 . 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  W aste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet,  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #1,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
190  ARW  would  increase  approximately  65  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately. 
Eurthermore,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  fdters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1 
proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  EBP  according  to 
established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impacts  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.1.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5. 1.1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  Additionally,  there  would  be 
a  permanent  increase  in  194  military  positions.  However,  short-term  cumulative  beneficial 
impacts  resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  Alternative  #1  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  would  be  negligible 
on  a  regional  scale. 
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5.1.2.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #1,  in  concert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  located  within  the 
projected  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  in  the  vicinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  that  would  be  expected  to  impact  environmental  justice 
communities.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  cumulative  impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of 
children. 
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5.2  Alternative  #2  ~  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  Cumulative 

Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5,2,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

McGuire  Field  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #2  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  McGuire  Field,  and  the  immediately  adjacent  property 
because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these 
properties.  Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  FIS,  as  well  as 
those  other  projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  plaimed  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within 
the  ROI  are  discussed  below  in  Table  5.2. 1-1. 


Table  5,2, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  in  tbe  ROI  for  JB  MDL 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  108  WG  Projects  I 

Demolition  of  Building  3326 

940 

FY  2015 -FY  2017 

Addition  to  Building  3325 

3,000 

FY  2015 -FY  2017 

1  JB  MDL  Projects  I 

Various  airfield  repairs  -  Repair  airfield  shoulders,  Assault  Landing  Zone 
Runway  shoulders,  main  ramp  taxiway,  repair  eonerete  apron  and  Alpha 
ramp,  replace  Taxiway  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  L  edge  lights,  repair  Runway  15/33, 
Repair  Transportation  Working  Capital  Fund  apron. 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2013 

Construct  Munitions  Storage  Area 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Physical  Fitness  Facility 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Fire  Station 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Global  Reach  Development  Complex 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Education  and  Professional  Development  Center 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 
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Table  5,2, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  in  tbe  ROI  for  JB  MDL 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

Construct  Unified  Security  Forces  Operations  Facility 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Addition  to  Combat  Communications  Admin  Facility,  Building  3514 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Army  Aviation  Support  Facility 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Aviation  Readiness  Center 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Communications-Electronics  Research,  Development,  and 
Engineering  Center 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

1  Other  Projects  | 

Flurricane  Sandy  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  disaster  relief  projects  to 
repair,  restore,  and  fortify  the  coastline.  Four  projects  exceed  NOx  trigger 
level  of  100  TPY. 

N/A 

FY  2014 -FY  2016 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  108  WG  =  108“'’  Wing;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst;  N/A  =  Not 


Applicable;  TPY  =  tons  per  year 


5,2,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.2.2. 1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  increase  by  approximately  1,831  acres.  Of  the  acreage  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
greater,  approximately  751  would  be  off-airport  property.  While  there  are  other  projects  listed  in 
Table  5.2. 1-1  that  have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  JB  MDL,  most  of  these  are 
short-term  construction  projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting. 
Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short-term  and  localized  to  the  airport 
environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours.  Cumulative 
impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  JB  MDL  would  be  minimal. 

5. 2. 2. 2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  at  JB  MDL  (including  both  construction  and  airfield 
operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants  except  NOx.  JB 
MDL  and  the  USAGE  have  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  that  would  allow 
temporary  use  of  a  portion  of  the  NOx  SIP  emissions  budget  for  calendar  years  2014  through 
2016  to  allow  the  USAGE  to  proceed  with  construction  projects  to  repair,  restore,  and  fortify  the 
coastline  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey  in  response  to  damage  during  Hurricane  Sandy  (JB  MDL  and 
USAGE  2013).  The  USAGE  projects  will  be  completed  prior  to  implementation  of  Alternative 
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#2  at  JB  MDL,  should  that  alternative  be  seleeted  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  beddown;  therefore, 
the  temporary  use  of  NOx  emissions  within  the  SIP  would  be  complete  by  the  time  the  emissions 
associated  with  Alternative  #2  would  occur,  which  would  be  scheduled  to  commence  in  2018. 

A  Conformity  Determination  as  required  under  the  General  Conformity  Rule  would  ensure  that 
the  selected  action  would  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  applicable  SIP  and  would  not  cause 
or  contribute  to  a  delay  in  attainment  consistent  with  42  USC  §  7506(c).  The  purpose  of  the 
General  Conformity  Rule  is  to  demonstrate  that  project  emissions,  combined  with  all  of  the  other 
air  basin  emissions,  would  not  result  in  a  cumulative  impact  and  thereby  delay  attainment  of  the 
air  quality  standards.  The  ANG  has  prepared  a  Draft  Conformity  Determination  that 
demonstrates  that  emissions  associated  with  Alternative  #2  are  within  the  SIP  NOx  emissions 
budget  for  JB  MDL.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  ANG  will  obtain  an  affirmative  Conformity 
Determination  prior  to  signing  of  the  ROD.  Thus,  given  that  Alternative  #2  will  have 
demonstrated  conformity  with  the  SIP,  cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  would  not  be 
significant. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  JB  MDL  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area  in  general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 2. 2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  108  WG  that  support  operational  requirements 
and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting  infrastructure  would 
generally  improve  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations,  training,  maintenance 
and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted  by  the  108  WG. 
AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all  facility  construction 
projects.  A  new  fire  station  would  enhance  fire  and  crash  response  capability  at  JB  MDL.  Risk 
of  a  catastrophic  event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative  #2 
or  those  activities  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to 
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all  applicable  occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  described  construction  activities.  Additionally,  the  new  munitions  storage  area 
facility  at  JB  MDL  would  be  sited  in  accordance  with  AFMAN  9 1-20 land  improve  munitions 
safety.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be  negligible  at  the  airfield. 
Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  would  be  beneficial  to  safety  with 
pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements. 

5. 2.2. 4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  204,009  SF  (4.7  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from  the 
implementation  of  Alternative  #2,  additional  surface  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard  construction  practices 
would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and  control  sedimentation. 
These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity  dissipation  devices; 
well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes; 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of  temporary  detention 
ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with  impervious  surfaces  would  be 
reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential. 
Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize  potential  erosion,  cumulative 
impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

The  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  is  intended  to  minimize  the  impact  federal  programs  have 
on  the  unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion  of  farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses.  Provided 
that  the  projects  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  are  all  within  federal  lands,  each  project  would  be  subject  to 
Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  compliance.  Should  any  of  these  projects  have  the  potential  to 
convert  farmland  to  non-farm  use,  a  land  evaluation  and  site  assessment  would  be  conducted  and 
alternative  sites  considered  should  potential  adverse  impacts  to  farmland  exceed  the 
recommended  allowable  level. 
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Water 

In  addition  to  the  104,884  SF  (2.4  acres)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #2,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature‘s  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construction  practices  that  infdtrate,  fdter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 

Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  are  located  within  federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.2. 2. 5  Biological  Resources 

DNE  noise  contours  would  be  expected  to  increase  over  1,831  acres.  However,  the  noise  levels 
from  operations  and  construction  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because 
they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  aircraft  and  military  operations. 
Noise  levels  from  construction  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they 
are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations. 
Annual  operations  for  the  108  WG  are  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  111  percent  from 
baseline  operations  (15  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  levels  of 
operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to 
occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Construction-related  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at 
the  installation  and  in  the  vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due 
to  the  lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur 
within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  footprints.  In  general,  construction  activities  at  the  108  WG 
installation  and  at  JB  MDE  would  primarily  occur  on  sites  that  are  already  highly  altered  by 
man.  These  impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife 
habitat.  However,  wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typical  of  urban  and  suburban  areas.  No 
federally  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  the  108  WG  installation  and  there  is  only 
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a  low  potential  for  them  to  oeeur  within  the  vieinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  Six  state  listed 
species  have  been  observed  on  McGuire  Field.  Grassland  habitat  located  within  the  potential 
ramp  expansion  area  could  provide  habitat  for  these  species.  However,  to  the  extent  possible, 
construction  would  not  occur  during  the  breeding  season  for  grassland  birds  (March  15  to  July 
31).  Cumulative  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be  minor. 

5. 2.2. 6  Cultural  Resources 

The  area  of  proposed  construction  is  considered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing 
archaeological  resources.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Action  would  disturb  a  relatively  small 
amount  of  acreage,  all  of  which  has  previously  been  disturbed.  The  proposed  use  is  consistent 
with  the  installations  historical  land  use  for  over  70  years.  In  the  unlikely  event  that 
archaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during  proposed  construction  activities 
associated  with  Alternative  #2  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1,  activities  would 
immediately  cease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  the  JB  MDL  Cultural  Resource  Manager 
would  immediately  be  contacted  for  further  instruction.  None  of  the  facilities  listed  for 
renovation  and/or  modification  under  Alternative  #2  or  those  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  are  eligible 
for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  Two  of  the  buildings  (3333  and  3336)  listed  for  renovation  and/or 
modification  under  Alternative  #2  are  less  than  20  years  old.  Hangar  3322  (built  in  1957)  was 
evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  in  2013  and  the  results  of  the  inventory  indicated  that  Hangar 
3322  is  not  eligible  (JB  MDL  2013d).  SHPO  consultation  for  this  EIS  has  provided  concurrence 
that  no  historic  properties  would  be  affected  under  the  proposed  action  (see  Saunders  2013  in 
Appendix  B3).  No  traditional  cultural  resources  have  been  identified  on  the  installation. 
Therefore,  contingent  upon  evaluation  of  Building  3322,  no  cumulative  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  are  anticipated. 

5. 2.2. 7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #2,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  increase  by  approximately  751  acres.  In  general,  land  uses  surrounding  JB 
MDL  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  activities  described  under  Alternative  #2  in  concert 
with  those  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1.  The  location  and  function  of  proposed  structures  within 
the  JB  MDL  are  compatible  with  the  surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  JB  MDL 
and  adjacent  areas  is  anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use 
requirements,  including  those  associated  with  the  counties,  cities  and  other 
municipalities.  Project  specific  studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any 
projects  that  would  result  in  land  use  conflicts,  such  as  encroachment  in  and  near  airfield  safety 
zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities,  including  impacts 
from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 
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5. 2. 2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
inerease  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #2.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  may  require 
additional  electrieity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  inerease  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  inerease  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construetion  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  faeilities  and  additions  assoeiated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  FEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
eumulative  impaets  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  deseribed  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5. 2. 2. 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet,  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
108  WG  would  increase  approximately  118  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  inerease  commensurately. 
Eurthermore,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  ah 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
large  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste 
generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  proposed 
for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  EBP  according  to 
established  ANG  proeedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impaets  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.2.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  eonstruction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5.2. 1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing. 
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would  provide  short-term  eeonomie  benefits  to  the  loeal  eeonomy.  Additionally,  there  would  be 
a  permanent  inerease  of  287  military  positions.  However,  short-term  benefieial  impaets  resulting 
from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative 
#2  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

5.2.2. 1 1  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #2,  in  concert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 2. 1-1,  roughly  128  persons 
(48  more  than  baseline)  that  would  be  affected  by  DNL  between  65  dB  and  75  dB, 
approximately  23  would  be  minority  (18  percent).  This  is  an  increase  of  1 1  people,  or  3  percent, 
of  minorities  affected.  The  number  of  low-income  persons  affected  by  DNL  greater  than  65  dB 
would  be  approximately  6  (an  increase  of  2  people  and  less  than  1  percent).  Overall,  the  number 
of  persons  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  and  greater  would  increase  slightly  under  this  alternative, 
and  the  increase  in  the  percentage  of  minority  and  low-income  persons  affected  would  be  minor. 
Under  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  exposed  to 
a  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  the  child  development  center  that  is  currently  under  the  65 
dB  contour  would  be  located  under  the  70  dB  contour.  There  would  not  be  disproportionate 
cumulative  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  as  a  result 
of  this  action  in  concert  with  the  current  noise  impacts  from  the  airport.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  that  would  be  expected  to  impact  environmental  justice 
communities  or  the  health  or  safety  of  children. 
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5,3  Alternative  #3  -  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  Cumulative 

Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 


5,3,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 


Portsmouth  lAP  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #3  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Portsmouth  lAP  and  the  immediately  adjacent 
property  because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these  properties. 
Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  EIS,  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  planned  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within  the  ROI  are 
discussed  below  in  Table  5.3. 1-1. 


Table  5,3, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Pease  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  157  ARW  Projects  I 

Airfield  Pavements:  Repair  and  upgrade  pavement  areas 

61,281 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  252:  Repair  roof 

26,200 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Parking  Lots:  Repair  Installation- Wide  (Crack  Seal/  Seal  Coat) 

270,000 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Bulk  Fuel  Roads:  Repair  and  upgrade  asphalt 

57,654 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  257:  Renovate  for  Security  Forces 

14,000 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  25 1 :  Renovate  for  Fuel  Cell  Operations 

27,471 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  151:  Build  addition  to  support  medical  facilities 

12,126 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Building  244:  Demolish  for  Security  Forces  Facility 

24,047 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Non-Organizational  Parking:  Replace  to  conform  to  AT/FP  standards 

150,021 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Building  152:  Demolish  for  proposed  expansion  of  facilities 

14,486 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Building  244:  Demolish  for  Security  Forces  Facility 

24,047 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Parking  Apron:  Upgrade  and  add  Flydrant,  including  interstitial  monitoring 
and  containment 

198,000 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Aircraft  Parking  Apron:  Repair  as  Phase  V  for  Multi-FIangar  construction 

296,766 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  157  ARW  =  IS?*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year 
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5,3,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.3.2. 1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  number  of  aeres  eontained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  inerease  by  approximately  135  aeres.  Of  the  aereage  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
greater,  approximately  4  would  be  off  the  airport  property.  There  are  no  residential  areas  that 
underlie  the  noise  eontours  under  this  alternative.  While  there  are  other  projects  listed  in  Table 
5.3. 1-1  that  have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Portsmouth  lAP,  most  of  these  are 
short-term  construction  projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting. 
Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short  term  and  localized  to  the  airport 
environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours.  Cumulative 
impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  Portsmouth  lAP  would  be  minimal. 

5. 3. 2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  at  Pease  ANGS  (including  both  construction  and  airfield 
operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Therefore, 
cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  would  not  be  significant. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Pease  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area  in 
general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 3. 2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  157  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
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infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  seeurity  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  157  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  praetieable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  The  fire  and  erash  response  capability  currently  provided  by  the 
157  ARW  at  Portsmouth  lAP  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements.  Risk  of  a  eatastrophie  event 
oecurring  during  construetion  activities  deseribed  under  Alternative  #3  or  those  activities 
described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable 
occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with 
described  construction  activities.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be 
negligible  at  the  airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  would  be 
benefieial  to  safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhaneements. 

5. 3. 2.4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  130,966  SF  (3.0  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  Alternative  #3,  additional  surfaee  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  eonstruction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projeets  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effeetive  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard  construction  practices 
would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and  eontrol  sedimentation. 
These  standard  construetion  practiees  would  include  the  use  of:  veloeity  dissipation  devices; 
well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes; 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of  temporary  detention 
ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  eovered  with  impervious  surfaees  would  be 
reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential. 
Given  the  use  of  engineering  praetices  that  would  minimize  potential  erosion,  cumulative 
impaets  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 
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Water 

In  addition  to  the  23,617  SF  (0.5  acre)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #3,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature's  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construction  practices  that  infiltrate,  filter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 

Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  are  located  within  Federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5. 3.2. 5  Biological  Resources 

Noise  contours  would  be  expected  to  increase  by  135  acres  from  baseline  with  the  conversion  to 
the  KC-46A  aircraft.  However,  these  noise  levels  from  operations  and  construction  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels 
associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations.  Annual  operations  for  the  157  ARW  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  are  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  44  percent  from  baseline  operations 
(7  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g.,  sorties) 
may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with 
migratory  birds.  No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  currently  known  to  occur 
on  Portsmouth  lAP;  however,  eight  state  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on 
Portsmouth  lAP.  Construction-related  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due  to  the  lack  of  sensitive 
vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  footprints.  In  general,  construction  activities  at  the  157  ARW  installation  and  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  would  primarily  occur  on  sites  that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These 
impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However, 
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wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typieal  of  urban  and  suburban  areas.  Cumulative  impaets  to 
biologieal  resourees  would  be  minor. 

5. 3. 2. 6  Cultural  Resourees 

The  installation  is  eonsidered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  eontaining  archaeologieal 
resourees.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  arehaeologieal  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
proposed  construetion  aetivities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #3  or  any  of  the  projeets  listed  in 
Table  5.3. 1-1,  aetivities  would  immediately  eease  in  the  area  of  the  diseovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  eontaet  a  qualified  arehaeologist  to  evaluate  the  diseovery.  None  of  the 
faeilities  listed  for  renovation  and/or  modifieation  under  Alternative  #3  or  those  listed  in  Table 
5.3. 1-1  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  SHPO  has  eoneurred  with  a  “no  historic 
properties  affected”  determination  (Muzzey  2013).  No  traditional  cultural  resources  have  been 
identified  on  the  installation.  Therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are 
anticipated. 

5.32.1  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #3,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  increase  by  approximately  135  acres.  In  general,  land  uses  surrounding 
Portsmouth  lAP  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  activities  described  under  Alternative  #3 
in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1.  The  location  and  function  of  proposed 
structures  within  the  Pease  ANGS  are  compatible  with  the  surrounding  area.  No  future 
development  at  Portsmouth  lAP  and  adjacent  areas  has  been  identified;  however,  any  future 
development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including  those  associated 
with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project-specific  studies  would  be 
performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use  conflicts,  such  as 
encroachment  in  and  near  airfield  safety  zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of  the 
described  activities,  including  impacts  from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be 
negligible. 

5. 3. 2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #3.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  may  require 
additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
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affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  described  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5 . 3 . 2 . 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  W aste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
157  ARW  would  increase  approximately  29  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately. 
Eurthermore,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  fdters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1 
proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  EBP  according  to 
established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impacts  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.3.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5.3. 1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  Additionally,  there  would  be 
a  permanent  increase  of  171  military  positions.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting 
from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative 
#3  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

5 .3 .2. 1 1  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #3  in  concert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  located  within  the 
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projected  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  that  would  be  expected  to  impact  environmental  justice 
communities.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  cumulative  impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of 
children. 
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5,4  Alternative  #4  ~  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station  Cumulative 

Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5,4,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

Pittsburgh  lAP  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #4  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Pittsburgh  lAP,  and  the  immediately  adjacent  property 
because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these  properties. 
Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  EIS,  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  planned  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within  the  ROI  are 
discussed  below  in  Table  5.4. 1-1. 


Table  5,4,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square  Footage 
(SF) 

Timeframe 

1  171  ARW  Projects  I 

Interior  renovations  of  Buildings  310  (Jet  Engine  Shop  and  AGE),  316 
(non-powered  AGE  Corrosion  Control  and  Nondestructive  Inspection),  and 
307  (Small  Air  Terminal  Facility) 

NA 

FY  2013 

Construct  new  security  forces  and  physical  fitness  facility. 

8,000 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Interior  renovations  of  Building  300  (Medical,  dining  hall,  and  operations 
and  training).  Hangars  301  and  302  (for  various  uses),  and  110  and  120 
(supply  consolidation). 

Currently 

unknown 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Expand  Building  206:  Special  Operations  Weather  Team 

5,655 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Expand  Building  107  for  small  air  terminal. 

12,800 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Construct  new  AT/FP  commercial  vehicle  inspection  facility. 

N  A 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Phase  1:  Demolition  of  current  parking  areas  (108  parking  spaces)  and 
constmction  of  new  parking  (107  parking  spaces)  for  AT/FP  compliance. 
Phase  2:  Demolition  of  current  parking  areas  (206  parking  spaces)  and 
constmction  of  new  parking  (230  parking  spaces)  for  AT/FP  compliance. 

Currently 

unknown 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years. 
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Table  5,4,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square  Footage 
(SF) 

Timeframe 

Demolition  of  Buildings  102  (Reserve  Forces  Training,  Physical  Fitness), 
103  (Security  Forces,  Nondestructive  Inspection  Shop),  and  105  (Base 
Exchange). 

18,292 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Plan  identified  renovate  Building  304  and  move  the  Fire  Station  to  this 
building. 

N/A 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Construct  Deployment  Processing  Center  and  Relocate  Munitions  Storage 
Area. 

8,000 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Construct  New  Simulator  Facility 

6,600 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

911^'*  Airlift  Wing  Pittsburgh  lAP  Air  Reserve  Station  | 

Acquisition  by  lease  of  a  26-acre  parcel  at  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  known  as  the 
“T-Ramp”  owned  by  ACAA.  The  91 1*  Airlift  Wing  has  been  using  the  T- 
Ramp  property  since  1993  under  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  provide 
space  for  the  911*  Airlift  Wing  to  relocate  C-130  aircraft  for  parking  during 
construction  activity. 

NA 

Within  the  past  year. 

1  Pittsburgh  lAP  | 

U.S.  Airways  pulled  its  hub  out  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  in  2004,  dropping 
passenger  traffic  by  over  8  million,  significantly  reducing  airfield 
operations  and  eliminating  approximately  7,000  jobs. 

NA 

FY  2004 

Drilling  of  Marcellus  Shale  oil  and  natural  gas  well  sites  on  Pittsburgh  lAP 
property 

NA 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Two  non-aviation  buildings  being  constructed  west  of  highway  off  airport 
property. 

NA 

In  progress 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  171  ARW  =  171“’  Air  Refueling  Wing;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  AT/FP 


=  anti-terrorism/force  protection;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  ACAA  =  Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority 

5,4,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.4.2. 1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  number  of  aeres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  decrease  by  approximately  79  acres.  Of  the  acreage  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
greater,  approximately  23  would  be  off-airport  property.  Residential  use  areas  that  underlie  the 
noise  contours  would  be  slightly  reduced  under  Alternative  #4.  While  there  are  other  projects 
listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  that  have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Pittsburgh  lAP, 
most  of  these  are  short-term  construction  projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an 
industrial  setting.  Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short-term  and  localized 
to  the  airport  environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours. 
Cumulative  impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  be  minimal. 
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5.4. 2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  (including  both  construction  and  airfield 
operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Therefore, 
cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  would  not  be  significant. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Pittsburgh  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area 
in  general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 4.2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  171  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  171  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  Additional  beneficial  impacts  would  occur  from  a  new  AT/FP 
commercial  vehicle  inspection  facility  and  parking.  The  fire  and  crash  response  capability 
currently  provided  by  the  171  ARW  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements. 
Risk  of  a  catastrophic  event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative 
#4  or  those  activities  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to 
all  applicable  occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  described  construction  activities.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety 
would  be  negligible  at  the  airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.4. 1-1 
would  be  beneficial  to  safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements.  No  adverse 
impacts  to  ground  safety  are  anticipated  at  the  airfield.  There  would  be  a  large  decrease  in 
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airfield  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  from  those  previously  analyzed  as  a  result  of  the  U.S. 
Airways  ceasing  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  No  increase  in  the  safety  risk  is  expected  due  to 
the  accident  and  mishap  potential  associated  with  aircraft  operations.  Cumulative  impacts  to 
safety  would  be  negligible. 

5.4. 2.4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  186,395  SF  (4.3  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  Alternative  #4,  additional  surface  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  construction  standard 
construction  practices  would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and 
control  sedimentation.  These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity 
dissipation  devices;  well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization 
of  cut/fill  slopes;  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of 
temporary  detention  ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with 
impervious  surfaces  would  be  reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to 
minimize  future  erosion  potential.  Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize 
potential  erosion,  cumulative  impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

Water 

In  addition  to  the  88,529  SF  (2.0  acres)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #4,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature's  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construction  practices  that  infiltrate,  filter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 
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Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  are  located  within  federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.4. 2. 5  Biological  Resources 

Noise  levels  from  construction  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they 
are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations. 
Annual  operations  for  the  171  ARW  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  be  projected  to  increase  by 
approximately  33  percent  from  baseline  operations.  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g., 
sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are 
currently  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP.  One  state  listed  species  is  currently  known  to  occur 
on  Pittsburgh  lAP.  Construction-related  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due  to  the  lack  of  sensitive 
vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  footprints.  In  general,  construction  activities  at  the  171  ARW  installation  and  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  would  primarily  occur  on  sites  that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These 
impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However, 
wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typical  of  urban  and  suburban  areas.  Cumulative  impacts  to 
biological  resources  would  be  minor. 

5.4. 2. 6  Cultural  Resources 

The  installation  is  considered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing  archaeological 
resources.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
proposed  construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  #4  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in 
Table  5. 4. 1-1,  activities  would  immediately  cease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  None  of  the 
facilities  listed  for  renovation  and/or  modification  under  Alternative  #4  or  those  listed  in  Table 
5.4. 1-1  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  SHPO  has  concurred  that  two  of  the  buildings 
listed  for  renovation  and/or  modification  under  Alternative  #4  are  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP  (see 
MacDonald  2011  in  Appendix  B4).  The  third  building  is  less  than  15  years  old  and  not  a 
resource  of  exceptional  significance  (eligible  under  Criterion  Consideration  G);  therefore,  it  is 
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not  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  No  traditional  eultural  resources  have  been  identified  on  the 
installation.  Therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated. 

5. 4.2.7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #4,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  decrease  by  approximately  23  acres  resulting  in  beneficial  impacts.  In 
general,  land  uses  surrounding  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  activities 
described  under  Alternative  #4  in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1.  The  location 
and  function  of  proposed  structures  within  the  Pittsburgh  ANGS  are  compatible  with  the 
surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  and  adjacent  areas  is 
anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including 
those  associated  with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project  specific 
studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use 
conflicts,  such  as  encroachment  to  airfield  safety  zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a 
result  of  the  described  activities,  including  impacts  from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected 
to  be  negligible. 

5. 4.2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #4.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  may  require 
additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  FEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  described  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5. 4.2. 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
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fleet  with  the  exeeption  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
171  ARW  would  inerease  approximately  34  pereent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substanees  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  eommensurately. 
Furthermore,  it  is  expeeted  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  eonstruetion  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  No  changes  to  the  installation’s  large  quantity 
generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  generation 
from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  proposed  for 
demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established 
ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  None  of  the  ERP  sites  overlap 
the  proposed  construction  projects  under  Alternative  #4.  Cumulative  impacts  as  a  result  of  the 
described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.4.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5. 4. 1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term 
beneficial  impacts  resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  Alternative  #4  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  would  be  negligible 
on  a  regional  scale. 

5.4.2. 1 1  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #4,  of  the  roughly  12  persons  that  would  continue  to  be  affected  by  DNL 
above  65  dB  DNL,  none  are  considered  to  be  minorities  or  low-income  populations.  No 
additional  minorities  or  low-income  populations  would  be  impacted  by  aircraft  DNL  greater  than 
65  dB  under  Alternative  #4.  There  would  not  be  disproportionate  cumulative  impacts  to 
minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  as  a  result  of  this  action  in 
concert  with  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  cumulative 
impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of  children. 
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5.5  Alternative  #5  —  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Cumulative  Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5,5,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

Rickenbacker  lAP  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #5  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Rickenbacker  lAP,  and  the  immediately  adjacent 
property  because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these 
properties.  Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  EIS,  as  well  as 
those  other  projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  plaimed  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within 
the  ROI  are  discussed  below  in  Table  5.5. 1-1. 


Table  5,5,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  121  ARW  Projects  I 

Under  the  NDAA  Implementation  Plan,  Riekenbaeker  ANGS  will  lose  6 
KC-135sinFY  2013. 

NA 

In  progress  - 
FY  2013 

New  main  entranee  and  guard  house:  Constmetion  of  a  new  Main  Entranee 
to  inelude  100  pereent  inspeetion  area,  vehiele  turn-around,  tmek  inspeetion 
eanopy,  and  guardhouse.  This  ineludes  32,000  SF  of  new  impervious 
surfaee. 

47,030 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years 

Repair  Airerafl  Ramp:  Seal  existing  eonerete  joints,  repair  storm  drain,  mill 
asphalt;  remove  eonerete  pavement,  pour  new  asphalt  pavement  with  base, 
pour  new  eonerete  pavement  for  aireraft  parking. 

1,336,630 

In  progress  - 
FY  2014 

New  Small  Amis  Indoor  Range  System:  New  Small  Arms  Range,  range 
supplies  and  equipment  storage.  This  ineludes  14,400  SF  of  new 
impervious  surfaee. 

18,400 

Within  the  next  5 
years 

New  Composite  Reserve  Forees  Operations  and  Training  and  Medieal 
Training/ Administration  Faeility:  Mission  Support  Group/Mission  Support 
Flight,  Medieal  Administration,  Medieal  Training.  This  ineludes  68,220  SF 
of  new  impervious  surfaee. 

176,220 

Within  the  next  5 
years 
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Table  5,5,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

New  Civil  Engineering  Pavements  and  Grounds  and  Central  Hazardous 
Waste  Faeility:  Pavements  and  Grounds  Faeility,  Central  Hazardous  Waste 
Aeeumulation  Point.  This  ineludes  8,000  SF  of  new  impervious  surfaee. 

22,850 

Within  the  next  5 
years 

Repair  Base  Asphalt  Pavements 

234,000 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years 

Renovate/Repair  Building  872:  Renovate  Building  872  offiee  areas,  install 
Exterior  Insulation  and  Finish  System,  new  windows,  and  repair  lintels  and 
sills  in  warehouse. 

0 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years 

Replaee  Existing  Water  Lines:  Replaee  water  pipes  and  valves,  install  new 
smart  water  meters. 

280,830 

Within  the  next  5 
years 

Rickenbacker  lAP  | 

Riekenbaeker  Parkway  Phase  1  and  2A:  Construetion  of  a  median-divided 
four-lane  curb  and  gutter  asphalt  roadway.  Total  length  was  approximately 
3.3  miles  along  the  west  side  of  the  airport.  Phase  1  was  completed  in  2006 
(Phase  lA)  and  2007  (Phase  IB).  Phase  2A  was  completed  2012. 

NA 

Completed  within 
the  last  seven  years 

Rickenbacker  Parkway  Phase  2B:  Extension  of  the  median-divided  four- 
lane  curb  and  gutter  asphalt  roadway  to  the  north  side  of  the  airport  up  to 
and  including  improvements  (primarily  lane  widening)  to  SR  317  and  Alum 
Creek  Drive.  Project  is  out  to  bid  now  and  will  be  constructed  2013 
through  2014. 

NA 

Within  next  few 
years. 

Groveport  Road  Reconfiguration  Phase  1  and  Phase  2:  Phase  1  included 
the  primarily  lane  widening  at  the  intersection  of  Groveport  Road  and  Alum 
Creek  Drive  just  south  of  Interstate  270  intersection.  Completed  in  2012. 
Phase  2  includes  a  new  bridge  and  roundabouts  to  reconfigure  vehicular 
traffic  flow  at  the  intersection  of  Groveport  Road  and  Alum  Creek 
Drive.  Project  is  under  construction  and  will  be  complete  in  2013. 

NA 

Completed  in 
2012/To  be 
completed  in  2013 

East-West  Connector  (Pickaway  County  south  of  airport)  Phase  lA  and  IB: 
Phase  lA  includes  the  reconstruction  and  widening  (to  3  lanes)  of  Duvall 
Road  from  SR  23  over  to  Ashville  Pike,  including  a  bridge  over  the  existing 
railroad  tracks.  Phase  IB  includes  the  reconstruction  and  widening  (to  3 
lanes)  of  Ashville  Pike  from  Duvall  Road  up  to  Rickenbacker  Parkway. 
Project  is  being  bid  and  construction  will  start  summer  2013  and  be 
complete  in  2014. 

NA 

To  be  completed  in 
2014 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  121  ARW  =  12 1“**  Air  Refueling  Wing;  NDAA  =  National  Defense  Authorization  Act;  ANG  =  Air 


National  Guard  Station;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  SR  =  State  Route 

5,5,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.5.2.1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  decrease  slightly  by  approximately  99  acres,  including  a  reduction  of  approximately 
72  acres  of  off-airport  property.  There  are  no  residential  areas  that  underlie  the  noise  contours 
under  this  alternative.  While  there  are  other  projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  that  have  the  ability 
to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Rickenbacker  lAP,  most  of  these  are  short-term  construction 
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projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting  other  than  the  reduction  of 
aircraft  assigned  to  the  121  ARW  which  would  cause  further  reduction  in  noise  contours.  Noise 
from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  localized  to  the  airport  environs,  and  would  not 
be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  noise  contours.  Cumulative  impacts  to  the  noise  environment 
at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  not  be  significant. 

5. 5. 2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  (including  both  construction  and 
airfield  operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Due  to  the 
projected  loss  of  aircraft  in  FY  2013,  this  would  further  reduce  emissions.  It  is  not  anticipated 
that  any  of  the  projects  identified  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  would  impact  air  quality. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Rickenbacker  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the 
area  in  general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 5. 2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  121  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  121  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  The  fire  and  crash  response  capability  currently  provided  by  the 
121  ARW  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements.  Risk  of  a  catastrophic 
event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative  #5  or  those  activities 
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described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable 
occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with 
described  construction  activities.  PAA  reduction  under  the  2013  NDAA  would  further  reduce 
safety  concerns.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be  negligible  at  the 
airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  would  be  beneficial  to 
safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements. 

5. 5. 2.4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  368,330  SF  (8.5  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  Alternative  #5,  additional  surface  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard  construction  practices 
would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and  control  sedimentation. 
These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity  dissipation  devices; 
well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes; 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of  temporary  detention 
ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with  impervious  surfaces  would  be 
reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential. 
Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize  potential  erosion,  cumulative 
impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

Water 

In  addition  to  the  14,660  SF  (0.3  acre)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #5,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature's  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
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accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construetion  practices  that  inhltrate,  filter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 

Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  are  located  within  federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  sueh  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  eonstruetion  practices  deseribed  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5. 5.2. 5  Biological  Resourees 

Noise  from  temporary  eonstruetion  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because 
they  are  aceustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  assoeiated  with  eurrent  aireraft  and  military 
operations.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  are  projected  to  inerease  by 
approximately  6  percent  from  baseline  operations.  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g., 
sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  oecur, 
ineluding  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  speeies  and  one 
state  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  oecur  on  Rickenbacker  lAP.  Construction-related 
impaets  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the  vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table 
5.5. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due  to  the  lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are 
no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  projeet  footprints.  In  general,  construction 
activities  at  the  121  ARW  installation  and  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  primarily  oecur  on  sites 
that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These  impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some 
vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However,  wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typieal  of 
urban  and  suburban  areas.  Cumulative  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be  minor. 

5. 5.2. 6  Cultural  Resources 

The  installation  is  eonsidered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing  archaeological 
resources.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  arehaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
proposed  construction  activities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #5  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in 
Table  5. 5. 1-1,  activities  would  immediately  eease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  eontact  a  qualified  arehaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Under  the  Proposed 
Aetion,  two  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  modifieation  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP 
(Hangar  885  and  888)  (Snyder  2007).  Hangar  885  would  have  an  addition  and  renovations 
inside  to  house  the  new  aireraft  and  support  facilities.  Beeause  these  renovations  would  alter  the 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
5-34  Chapter  5  -  Cumulative  Effects  and  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


exterior  appearanee  of  a  strueture  that  is  considered  eligible  because  of  its  design,  the 
construction  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  a  historic  property.  Modifications  to  Hangar  888 
would  all  be  interior  and  are  not  expected  to  have  an  adverse  effect  on  this  NRHP-eligible 
resource.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  have  developed  a  Programmatic  Agreement 
stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46  beddown,  further 
consultation  would  be  conducted  to  minimize  and  mitigate  adverse  effects  to  these  buildings  (see 
Appendix  B,  Section  B3).  No  traditional  cultural  resources  have  been  identified  on  the 
installation.  Cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated  to  be  minor. 

5. 5.2. 7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #5,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  decrease  by  approximately  72  acres  resulting  in  beneficial  impacts.  In 
general,  land  uses  surrounding  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
activities  described  under  Alternative  #5  in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1.  The 
location  and  function  of  proposed  structures  within  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS  are  compatible  with 
the  surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  and  adjacent  areas  is 
anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including 
those  associated  with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project-specific 
studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use 
conflicts,  such  encroachment  airfield  safety  zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of 
the  described  activities,  including  impacts  from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be 
negligible. 

5. 5.2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  commensurate  with  the  impacts  from  the  loss  of 
six  aircraft  and  the  increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #5.  Further,  building  space  and 
facilities  to  be  constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action,  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table 
5.5. 1-1,  may  require  additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for 
potable  water,  and  traffic  would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase 
slightly  in  the  long-term  due  to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition 
activities  could  temporarily  affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in 
soil  erosion.  Standard  construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and 
demolition  to  minimize  runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
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conservation.  In  general,  cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  deseribed 
aetivities  would  be  expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5 . 5 . 2 . 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  W aste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet,  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #5,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
121  ARW  would  inerease  approximately  11  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  commensurately. 
Furthermore,  it  is  expeeted  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  eonstruction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  aceordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expeeted  to  oecur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  struetures  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1 
proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to 
established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impacts  as  a  result  of  the  deseribed  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.5.2.10  Soeioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5.5. 1-1,  sueh  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economie  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  Under  the  NDAA 
Implementation  Plan,  the  121  ARW  will  lose  six  KC-135  aireraft,  ineluding  a  reduetion  in 
personnel.  As  a  result,  eumulative  impaets  under  Alternative  #5  would  mean  a  greater  increase  in 
personnel  than  projected,  and  therefore  a  greater  increase  in  total  annual  salary  for  the  full-time 
employees  based  on  those  changes.  Short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting  from  construction 
payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5  and  those 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

5 .5 .2. 1 1  Environmental  Justiee  and  the  Proteetion  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #5,  in  coneert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 5. 1-1,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  loeated  within  the 
projected  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  in  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  that  would  be  expeeted  to  impact  environmental  justiee 
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communities.  Under  Alternative  #5  there  would  be  no  sehools  exposed  to  aireraft  DNL  of  65  dB 
or  above.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  eumulative  impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of  ehildren. 

5.6  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources  for  All 

Alternatives 

NEPA  CEQ  regulations  require  environmental  analyses  to  identify  “...any  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  eommitments  of  resourees  that  would  be  involved  in  the  Proposed  Aetion  should  it 
be  implemented”  (40  CER  Seetion  1502.16).  Irreversible  and  irretrievable  resouree 
eommitments  are  related  to  the  use  of  nonrenewable  resources  and  the  effeets  the  uses  of  these 
resourees  have  on  future  generations.  Irreversible  effeets  primarily  result  from  the  use  or 
destruetion  of  a  speeifie  resouree  (e.g.,  energy  and  minerals)  that  eannot  be  replaeed  within  a 
reasonable  time  frame.  Building  eonstruetion  material  such  as  gravel  and  gasoline  usage  for 
eonstruetion  equipment  would  eonstitute  the  eonsumption  of  non-renewable  resourees. 
Irretrievable  resouree  commitments  also  involve  the  loss  in  value  of  an  affeeted  resouree  that 
eannot  be  restored  as  a  result  of  the  aetion. 

The  primary  irretrievable  impaets  of  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  for  any  of  the 
alternatives  would  involve  the  use  of  energy,  labor,  materials  and  funds,  and  the  eonversion  of 
some  lands  from  an  undeveloped  condition  through  the  eonstruetion  of  buildings  and  facilities  on 
the  installation.  Irretrievable  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result  of  eonstruetion,  faeility  operation, 
and  maintenanee  aetivities.  Direct  losses  of  biologieal  produetivity  and  the  use  of  natural 
resourees  from  these  impaets  would  be  ineonsequential. 
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Summerlin,  Joe,  NEPA  Reviewer,  U.S.  Environmental  Proteetion  Ageney,  Region  7,  Lenexa, 

KS  66219 

U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Kansas  Ecological  Services  Pield  Office,  Manhattan,  KS  66502- 
2801 

Wallace,  Glenna,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Wolgast,  Larry,  Councilperson,  Topeka  City  Council  District  #5,  Topeka,  KS  66611 

JB  MDL 

Christie,  The  Honorable  Chris,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

Clifton,  The  Honorable  Robert,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  Millstone,  NJ  08535 

Coordinator,  Regional  Planning,  Burlington  County,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 

Dancer,  The  Honorable  Ronald,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  Cream  Ridge,  NJ  08514 

Davis,  Eric,  Supervisor,  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  New  Jersey  Ecological  Services  Pield 
Office,  Pleasantville,  NJ  08232 

Deman,  Ernie,  Supervising  Environmental  Specialist,  New  Jersey  Pinelands  Commission,  New 
Lisbon,  NJ  08064 

Durr,  The  Honorable  Jim,  Mayor  of  North  Hanover  Township,  Jacobstown,  NJ  08562 

Environmental  Review  Coordinator,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  2,  New 
York,  NY  10007-1866 

Foster,  Ruth  W.,  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Office  of  Permit 
Coordination  and  Environmental  Review,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

Francioli,  The  Honorable  Ronald,  Mayor  of  New  Hanover  Township,  Whippany,  NJ  07981 

Fressola,  The  Honorable  Mike,  Mayor  of  Manchester  Township,  Manchester,  NJ  08759 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


7-2 


Chapter  8  -  List  of  Preparers 


Final  -  June  2014 


Gould,  Mark,  Chairperson,  Nanticoke-Lenni-Lenape  Indians  of  New  Jersey,  Bridgeton,  NJ 
08302 

Harper,  The  Honorable  Thomas,  Mayor  of  Wrightstown,  Wrightstown,  NJ  08562 

Hawkins,  Joanne  Bundy,  Powhattan-Renape  Nation,  Rankokus  Indian  Reservation,  Raneoeas, 

NJ  08073 

Holton,  Kerry,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Lautenberg,  The  Honorable  Frank,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Leutwyler,  The  Honorable  David,  Mayor  of  Plumsted  Township,  New  Egypt,  NJ  08533 

MeDaniel,  The  Honorable  Denis,  Mayor  of  Springfield  Township,  Jobstown,  NJ  08041 

Menendez,  The  Honorable  Robert,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

New  Jersey  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Endangered  and  Nongame  Speeies  Program, 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 

Patriarca,  The  Honorable  David,  Mayor  of  Pemberton  Township,  Pemberton,  NJ  08068-1539 

Perry,  Dwaine,  Chief,  Ramapough  Mountain  Indians,  Mahwah,  NJ  07430 

Phifer,  Ph.D.,  Paul,  Assistant  Regional  Director,  Ecological  Services,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Region  5,  Hadley,  MA  01035-9589 

Reina,  The  Honorable  Michael,  Mayor  of  Jackson  Township,  Jackson,  NJ  08527 

Robbie,  Mary  Pat,  Director,  Resource  Conservation,  Burlington  County,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 

Runyun,  The  Honorable  Jon,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Saunders,  Daniel,  Administrator  and  Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  New  Jersey 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Trenton,  NJ 
08625-420 

Shaw,  Richard,  State  Soil  Scientist,  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  New  Jersey  State 
Office,  Somerset,  NJ  08873 

Smith,  The  Honorable  Chris,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 
Stull,  Wayne,  Trust  Board  Chairman,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  Bartlesville,  OK  74006 
Thompson,  The  Honorable  Samuel,  New  Jersey  Senate,  Old  Bridge,  NJ  08857 
Vele,  Kimberly,  President,  Stockbridge-Munsee  Community,  Bowler,  WI  54416 
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White,  Sherry,  THPO,  Stoekbridge-Munsee  Community,  Bowler,  WI  54416 
Pease  ANGS 

Ayotte,  The  Honorable  Kelly,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Clark,  The  Honorable  Martha,  New  Hampshire  Senate,  Coneord,  NH  03301 

Drew,  Timothy,  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Serviees,  Coneord,  NH  03302 

Francis,  Kirk,  Tribal  Chief,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  Indian  Island,  ME  04668 

Hassan,  The  Honorable  Maggie,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Concord,  NH  03301 

Historic  Preservation  Officer,  New  Hampshire  Division  of  Historical  Resources,  Concord,  NH 
03301 

New  Hampshire  Coastal  Program,  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  Portsmouth,  NH 
03801 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  Wetlands  Bureau,  Concord,  NH  03302 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Transportation,  Bureau  of  Environment,  Concord,  NH  03302 

New  Hampshire  Eish  and  Game  Department,  Concord,  NH  03301 

New  Hampshire  Office  of  Energy  and  Planning,  Concord,  NH  03301 

New  Hampshire  State  Port  Authority,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Newsom,  Bonnie,  THPO,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  Indian  Island,  ME  04468 

Northeast  Coordinator,  U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service  Region  V,  Hadley,  MA  01035 

Portsmouth  City  Hall,  Community  Development  Department,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Scarlotto,  The  Honorable  Joe,  New  Hampshire  Representative,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801-4126 

Shaheen,  The  Honorable  Jeanne,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Shea-Porter,  The  Honorable  Carol,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Spear,  The  Honorable  Eric,  Mayor  of  Portsmouth,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Stowell,  Maria,  Pease  Development  Authority,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Town  of  Newington  Planning  Department,  Newington,  NH  03801 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1,  Boston,  MA  02109-3912 
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Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Belotti,  Rich,  Director,  Planning  &  Environmental  Affairs,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport, 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 

Caruso,  Christopher,  Planning  Administrator,  Township  of  Findlay,  Clinton,  PA  15026 

Casey,  Jr.,  The  Honorable  Robert,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Celeste,  The  Honorable  Anthony,  Mayor  of  Coraopolis,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108 

Copeyon,  Carole,  Endangered  Speeies  Program  Supervisor,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serviee, 
Pennsylvania  Field  Offiee,  State  College,  PA  16801 

Corbett,  The  Honorable  Tom,  Offiee  of  the  Governor,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222 

Etzel,  Sandra,  Allegheny  County  Health  Department,  Air  Quality  Program,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15201 

Frankel,  Kathy,  Natural  Resouree  Program  Supervisor,  Pennsylvania  Department  of 
Conservation  and  Natural  Resourees,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-2420 

Hans,  Scott  A.,  Chief,  Regulatory  Branch,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222- 
4186 

Henry,  Feo,  Chief,  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York,  Fewiston,  NY  14092 

Hill,  Roger,  Chief,  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneea,  Basom,  NY  14013 

Jameson,  Jr.,  Bud,  Commander,  316th  Expeditionary  Sustainment  Command,  Coraopolis,  PA 
15108-2550 

Maybee,  Melinda,  Nation  Representative,  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York,  Seneea  Falls,  NY  13148 

McDonald,  Susan,  Environmental  Speeialist,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Harrisburg 
Airports  Distriet  Office,  Camp  Hill,  PA  17011 

McFearen,  Doug  and  Kira  Heinrich,  Archaeology  &  Proteetion  Division,  Pennsylvania 

Historieal  and  Museum  Commission  -  Bureau  for  Historie  Preservation,  Harrisburg,  PA 
17120 

Murphy,  The  Honorable  Tim,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Mustio,  The  Honorable  Mark,  Pennsylvania  House  of  Representatives,  Moon  Township,  PA 
15108 

Penrod,  Bradley  D.,  President  and  Chief  Strategy  Offieer,  Allegheny  County  Department  of 
Aviation,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 
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Peters,  Craig,  Commander,  911th  Air  Wing,  U.S.  Air  Force  Reserve,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108- 
2983 

Porter,  Robert  Odawi,  President,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  Irving,  NY  14081 

Powless,  Irving,  Chief,  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York,  Nedrow,  NY  13120 

Rudnick,  Barbara,  NEPA  Team  Leader,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  3, 

Office  of  Environmental  Programs  (3EA30),  Environmental  Assessment  and  Innovation 
Division,  Philadelphia,  PA  19103-2029 

Sitio,  Lou,  Assistant  Chief  of  Public  Affairs,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  North  Atlantic 
Division,  Brooklyn,  NY  1 1252 

Smith,  The  Honorable  Matt,  Pennsylvania  Senate,  Harrisburg,  PA  17120-3037 

Toomey,  The  Honorable  Patrick,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Watt,  Lana,  THPO,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  Salamanca,  NY  14779 

Ziegler,  Jeffrey,  Assistant  Township  Manager,  Moon  Township  Administration  Office,  Moon 
Township,  PA  15108 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

aa  Cooka,  Ethel  E.,  Chief,  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Adkins,  Lisa,  Program  Coordinator,  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Columbus,  OH  43211- 
2474 

Ankrom,  John,  Service  Director,  City  of  Circleville  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission, 
Circleville,  OH  43113 

Bacon,  The  Honorable  Kevin,  Ohio  Senate,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Barrett,  John,  Chairman,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Bishoff,  The  Honorable  Heather,  Ohio  House  of  Representatives,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Brown,  Lee,  Planning  Administrator,  Franklin  County  Economic  Development  &  Planning 
Department,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Brown,  The  Honorable  Sherrod,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Carter,  Ron,  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Wildlife,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

Clemons,  Sherri,  THPO,  Wyandotte  Nation,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
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Coleman,  The  Honorable  Michael,  Mayor  of  Columbus,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Columbus  Health  Department,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Delaney,  Katie,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Romulus,  MI  48174 

Director  of  Planning,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  Columbus,  OH  43219 

Ferris,  Kade,  THPO,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  Belcourt,  ND 
58316 

Frank,  Harold,  Chairman,  Forest  County  Potawatomi  Community,  Crandon,  WI  54520 

Friend,  Billy,  Chief,  Wyandotte  Nation,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 

Froman,  John  P.,  Chief,  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Gamble,  Thomas,  Chairperson,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355-1326 

Garver,  Dan,  District  Conservationist,  Ohio  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service,  Circleville, 
OH  43113-9575 

General  Manager,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  Rickenbacker  International  Airport, 
Administrative  Offices,  Columbus,  OH  43217 

Hayes,  Jody,  Tribe  Administrator,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Holton,  Kerry,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Kasich,  The  Honorable  John,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Columbus,  OH  43215-6117 

Knapp,  Mary,  Field  Supervisor,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Columbus,  OH  43230-8355 

Meshigaud,  Kenneth,  Chairperson,  Hannahville  Indian  Community,  Wilson,  MI  49896-9728 

Mosteller,  Kelli,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Obermeyer,  Dr.  Brice,  Delaware  Nation,  Emporia,  KS  66801 

Ohio  Department  of  Health,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Geological  Survey,  Columbus,  OH  43229- 
6693 

Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Soil  &  Water,  Columbus,  OH  43229-6693 
Ohio  Department  of  Transportation,  District  6,  Delaware,  OH  43015 
Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
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Ortiz,  Steve,  Chairperson,  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Nation,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Piekaway  County  Offiee  of  Development  and  Planning,  Cireleville,  OH  43113 
Portman,  The  Honorable  Rob,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Spagna,  Teresa,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Huntington  District,  Huntington,  WV  25701- 
2070 

Sparkman,  Ron,  Chairperson,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Sparkman,  Ron,  Chief,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Miami,  OK  74355 

St.  Claire,  Merle,  Chairman,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota, 
Belcourt,  ND  58316 

Stivers,  The  Honorable  Steve,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Strack,  George,  THPO,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  5,  Chicago,  IE  60604 

Wallace,  Glenna,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Seneca,  MO  64865 

Wesaw,  Matthew  J.,  Chairman,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 

Zimmerman,  Mike,  THPO,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 
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CHAPTER  8  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Kate  L.  Bartz,  Project  Manager,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

M.S.,  Landscape  Architecture  and  Environmental  Planning,  1994 
B.S.,  Environmental  Studies,  1987 
Years  of  Experience:  27 

Peer  Amble,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.A.,  Physical  Geography,  1988 
Years  of  Experience:  23 

Linda  DeVine,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

A. S.,  Physical  Science,  2001 

Undergraduate  Studies,  Environmental  Science,  Christopher  Newport  University 
Years  of  Experience:  29 

Cathy  Doan,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B. S.,  English,  1980 

M.A.,  Human  Resources  Development,  1985 
Years  of  Experience:  16 

Jason  Harshman,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.A.,  Geography,  2006 
Years  of  Experience:  9 

Amanda  Kreider,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

M.S.,  Eire  Ecology,  2002 
B.S.,  Wildlife  Ecology,  1998 
Years  of  Experience:  12 

Edie  Mertz,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

A.  A.  General  Education,  1994 
Years  of  Experience:  23 

Kelly  Mitchell,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B. S.,  Anthropology,  1994 
M.A.,  History,  2006 
Years  of  Experience:  16 

Susan  Ratliff,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

Years  of  Experience:  23 
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Teresa  Rudolph,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B. A.,  Anthropology,  1975 
M. A.,  Anthropology,  1981 
Years  of  Experience:  32 

Tamara  Shapiro,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.A.,  English,  1989 

M.E.A.,  Eandscape  Architecture,  2003 

Years  of  Experience:  13 

Deirdre  Stites 

A. A.,  A.S.,  Geology,  1981 
Years  of  Experience:  34 

Valorie  Thompson,  Scientific  Resources  Associated 
Ph.D.,  Chemical  Engineering 

B. S.,  Chemistry 

Years  of  Experience:  28 

Bill  Wear,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

M.A.,  Public  Administration,  1979 

B.A.,  Business  Administration/Economics,  1969 

Years  of  Experience:  44 

Vanessa  Williford,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.S.,  Resource  and  Environmental  Studies,  2002 
Years  of  Experience:  11 

Kimberly  Wilson,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

Years  of  Experience:  28 
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Command  and  Control  (C2),  1-4,  1-5,  1-6,  1- 
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131.4- 132 

Consultation,  1-11,  3-46,  4-17,  4-26,  4-48, 
4-58,  4-80,  4-81,  4-88,  4-110,  4-120,  4- 

141.4- 152,5-13 

Couneil  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ), 
ES-8,  1-3,  1-9,  2-55,  2-69,  3-1,  4-155,  5- 
37,  6-6,  GEOSS-3 

de  minimis,  ES-11,  2-59,  2-69,  3-33,  3-61,  3- 
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101,  4-129,  4-130,  4-131,  4-132,  5-9,  5- 

17. 5- 25, 5-32 

Defense  Eogisties  Ageney  (DEA),  3-51 
Disproportionate,  ES-20,  2-68,  4-29,  4-61,  4- 
62,  4-91,  4-121,  4-122,  4-153,  4-154,  4- 

159.5- 15,5-29 

Endangered,  3-44,  3-125,  4-79,  4-108,  4- 
139,  5-19,  5-27,  5-34,  GLOSS-3, 

GLOSS-6 

Energy  Independenee  and  Seeurity  Aet 
(EISA),  4-13,  4-42,  4-53,  4-75,  4-84,  4- 
105,  4-II3,  4-136,  4-146,  5-12,  5-19,  5- 
27,  5-34 

Environmental  Restoration  Program  (ERP), 
ES-18,  ES-20,  2-66,  2-68,  3-24,  3-45,  3- 
51,  3-79,  3-105,  3-132,  4-26,  4-58,  4-88, 
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LIST  OF  REPOSITORIES 


Topeka  and  Shawnee  County  Public  Library 
1515  SW  10th  St 
Topeka,  KS  66604 

Carbondale  City  Library 
235  Main  St 
Carbondale,  KS  66414 

Burlington  County  Library 
5  Pioneer  Blvd 
Westampton,  NJ  08060 

Pemberton  Community  Library 
16  Broadway 
Browns  Mills,  NJ  08015 
609-893-8262 

Mr.  Scott  Campbell 
Langdon  Public  Library 
328  Nimble  Hill  Rd 
Newington,  NH  03801 

Mr.  Michael  Huxtable 
Portsmouth  Public  Library 
175  Parrott  Ave 
Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Moon  Township  Public  Library 
1700  Beaver  Grade  Rd 
Moon  Township,  PA  15108 

Robert  Morris  University  Library 
6001  University  Blvd 
Moon  Township,  PA  15108 

Metropolitan  Library 
South  High  Branch 
3540  S.  High  Street 
Columbus,  OH  43207 
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Metropolitan  Library 
Southeast  Braneh 
3980  S  Hamilton  Rd 
Groveport,  OH  43125 
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Above  Ground  Level  (AGL):  Altitude  expressed  in  feet  measured  above  the  ground  surface. 

Accident  Potential  Zone  (APZ):  An  area  defined  near  a  runway  where  accidents  are  likely  to 
occur  if  they  occur.  APZs  are  normally  3,000  feet  wide  and  extend  15,000  feet  from  the  end  of 
the  runway  but  can  curve  with  the  flight  tracks. 

Air  Refueling  Tracks:  Published  linear  routes  identified  on  air  navigation  charts  that  define  the 
flight  path  used  by  aircraft  when  refueling  other  aircraft.  For  fixed  wing  aircraft,  this  generally 
occurs  above  10,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 

Air  Force  Instruction  (API):  APIs  implementing  United  States  laws  and  regulations,  and 
providing  policy  for  United  States  Air  Force  personnel  and  activities. 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ):  A  land-use-planning  program,  used  by  the 
military,  to  protect  the  health,  safety,  and  welfare  of  those  living  near  military  airfields  while 
preserving  the  defense  flying  mission.  AICUZ  presents  noise  zones  and  Accident  Potential 
Zones  for  military  airfields  and  recommendations  for  compatible  land  use. 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC):  AMC,  a  major  command  with  headquarters  at  Scott  Air  Force 
Base,  Illinois,  was  created  June  1,  1992.  AMC  provides  America’s  Global  Reach.  This  rapid, 
flexible,  and  responsive  air  mobility  promotes  stability  in  regions  by  keeping  America's 
capability  and  character  highly  visible. 

Air  National  Guard  (ANG):  The  ANG  is  administered  by  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  a  joint 
bureau  of  the  departments  of  the  Army  and  United  States  Air  Force,  located  in  the  Pentagon, 
Washington,  D.C.  It  is  one  of  the  seven  Reserve  components  of  the  United  States  armed  forces 
that  augments  the  active  components  in  the  performance  of  their  missions. 

Air  Quality  Control  Region  (AQCR):  An  administrative  unit  for  monitoring  and  controlling  air 
quality  in  a  specific  region. 

Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned  Airspace  (ATCAA):  Airspace  of  defined  vertical  and  lateral 
limits,  assigned  by  Air  Traffic  Control,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  air  traffic  separation 
between  the  specified  activities  being  conducted  within  the  assigned  airspace  and  other 
Instrument  Flight  Rule  air  traffic. 

Anchors:  Air  refueling  tracks  that  go  in  a  race-track  shape  (i.e.,  loop). 
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AP/IB:  AP/IB  provides  textual  and  graphic  descriptions  and  operating  instructions  for  all 
military  training  routes  (instrument  route,  visual  route,  slow  route)  and  refueling  tracks/anchors. 
Complete  and  more  comprehensive  information  relative  to  policy  and  procedures  for  instrument 
routes  and  visual  routes  is  published  in  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Handbook  7610.4 
(Special  Military  Operation)  which  is  agreed  to  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  therefore 
directive  for  all  military  flight  operations.  AP/IB  is  the  official  source  of  route  data  for  military 
users. 

Area-Wide  Emission  Sources:  Area-wide  sources  of  pollution  are  those  where  the  emissions  are 
spread  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  consumer  products,  fireplaces,  road  dust,  and  farming 
operations. 

Average  Annual  Flying  Day:  Average  Annual  Flying  Day  represents  the  average  number  of 
aircraft  operations  flown  on  a  typical  flying  day  based  on  airport  activity  and  operational  data 
which  indicates,  on  an  annual  average-daily  basis,  the  number  of  aircraft,  by  type  of  aircraft.  An 
average  annual  day  is  a  user-defined  best  representation  of  the  typical  long-term  average 
conditions  for  an  airport  (typically  based  on  365  flying  days  per  year).  The  average  conditions 
include  the  number  and  type  of  operation  s,  routing  structure,  runway  configuration,  aircraft 
weight,  temperature  and  wind. 

Average  Sortie  Duration  (ASD):  A  flying  wing’s  total  number  of  flying  hours  divided  by  the 
number  of  sorties  that  must  be  flown. 

Backup  Aerospace  Vehicle  Inventory  (BAI):  BAI  includes  aircraft  used  as  substitutes  for 
Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  undergoing  maintenance  or  otherwise  unable  to  fly. 

Beddown:  The  permanent  basing  of  aircraft  at  a  new  installation. 

Bird/Wildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  (BASH):  A  United  States  Air  Force  program  to  reduce  the 
possibilities  of  bird  or  wildlife  collisions  with  aircraft. 

Boom/Probe  and  Drogue  Refueling:  Probe  and  drogue  refueling  employs  a  flexible  hose  that 
trails  from  the  tanker  aircraft.  The  drogue  is  a  fitting  resembling  a  windsock,  and  is  attached 
with  a  valve  to  a  flexible  hose. 

Clean  Air  Act  (CAA):  This  Act  empowered  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
to  establish  standards  for  common  pollutants  that  represent  the  maximum  levels  of  background 
pollution  that  are  considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  public  health  and 
safety. 
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Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ):  The  Council  is  within  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President  and  is  composed  of  three  members  appointed  by  the  President,  subject  to  approval  by 
the  Senate.  Members  are  to  be  conscious  of  and  responsive  to  the  scientific,  economic,  social, 
esthetic,  and  cultural  needs  of  the  nation;  and  to  formulate  and  recommend  national  policies  to 
promote  the  improvement  of  quality  of  the  environment. 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL):  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  is  a  noise  metric 
combining  the  levels  and  durations  of  noise  events  and  the  number  of  events  over  an  extended 
time  period.  It  is  a  cumulative  average  computed  over  a  24-hour  period  to  represent  total  noise 
exposure.  DNL  also  accounts  for  more  intrusive  nighttime  noise,  adding  a  10  decibel  penalty  for 
sounds  after  10:00  p.m.  and  before  7:00  a.m.  DNL  is  the  Lederal  Aviation  Administration’s 
primary  noise  metric.  Lederal  Aviation  Administration  Order  1050. IE  defines  DNL  as  the 
yearly  day/night  average  sound  level. 

Decibel  (dB):  A  sound  measurement  unit. 

De  Minimis  Threshold:  The  minimum  threshold  for  which  a  conformity  determination  must  be 
performed,  for  various  criteria  pollutants  in  various  areas. 

Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA):  The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  defined  the  term 
“endangered  species”  to  mean  any  species  (including  any  subspecies  of  fish  or  wildlife  or  plants, 
and  any  distinct  population  segment  of  any  species  or  vertebrate  fish  or  wildlife  which 
interbreeds  when  mature)  that  is  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of 
its  range. 

Environmental  Justice:  Pursuant  to  Executive  Order  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address 
Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations ,  review  must  be 
made  as  to  whether  a  federal  program,  policy,  or  action  presents  a  disproportionately  high  and 
adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effect  on  minority  and/or  low- income  populations. 

Environmental  Night:  The  period  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  when  10  decibels  is  added  to 
aircraft  noise  levels  due  to  increased  sensitivity  to  noise  at  night. 

Elight  Level  (EL):  A  level  of  constant  atmospheric  pressure  related  to  a  reference  datum  of 
29.92  inches  of  mercury.  Each  is  stated  in  three  digits  that  represent  hundreds  of  feet.  Lor 
example,  EL  250  represents  a  barometric  altimeter  indication  of  25,000  feet;  EL  255,  an 
indication  of  25,500  feet. 

Instrument  Elight  Rule  (lER):  A  standard  set  of  rules  that  all  pilots,  civilian  and  military,  must 
follow  when  operating  under  flight  conditions  that  are  more  stringent  than  Visual  Elight  Rule. 
These  conditions  include  operating  an  aircraft  in  reduced  visibility,  operating  above  certain 
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altitudes  prescribed  by  Federal  Aviation  Administration  regulations,  and  operating  in  some 
locations  like  major  civilian  airports.  Air  traffic  control  agencies  ensure  separation  of  all  aircraft 
operating  under  IFR. 

Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM):  The  INM  is  the  preferred  model  typically  used  for  Federal 
Aviation  Regulations  Part  150  noise  compatibility  planning  and  for  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  Order  1050  environmental  assessments  and  environmental  impact 
statements.  INM  is  a  computer  model  that  evaluates  aircraft  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of 
airports.  It  is  developed  based  on  the  algorithm  and  framework  from  SAE  AIR  1845  standard, 
which  used  Noise-Power-Distance  data  to  estimate  noise  accounting  for  specific  operation  mode, 
thrust  setting,  and  source-receiver  geometry,  acoustic  directivity  and  other  environmental  factors. 
The  INM  can  output  either  noise  contours  for  an  area  or  noise  level  at  pre-selected  locations. 
The  noise  output  can  be  either  exposure -based,  maximum-level-based,  or  time-based. 

Loess:  An  unstratified,  usually  buff  to  yellowish  brown,  loamy  deposit  believed  to  be  chiefly 
deposited  by  the  wind. 

Main  Operating  Base:  A  permanently  manned,  well-protected  base  with  robust  infrastructure. 
Main  operating  bases  are  characterized  by  command  and  control  structures,  enduring  family 
support  facilities,  and  strengthened  force  protection  measures. 

Mean  Sea  Level  (MSL):  Altitude  or  elevation  expressed  in  feet  referenced  to  the  average 
elevation  of  the  sea.  For  example,  a  field  elevation  of  26  feet  above  mean  sea  level  would  be 
expressed  as  “26  feet  MSL”  and  an  aircraft  altitude  of  1,200  feet  above  mean  sea  level  would  be 
expressed  as  “1,200  feet  MSL.” 

Military  Operations  Area  (MOA):  A  MOA  is  airspace  designated  outside  of  Class  A  airspace 
(i.e.,  below  18,000  feet  mean  sea  level)  to  separate  or  segregate  certain  non-hazardous  military 
activities  from  Instrument  Llight  Rule  (ILR)  traffic  and  to  identify  for  Visual  Llight  Rule  (VLR) 
traffic  where  these  activities  are  conducted. 

Mobile  Sources:  Mobile  sources  include  cars  and  light  trucks,  heavy  trucks  and  buses,  nonroad 
engines,  equipment,  and  vehicles. 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS):  NAAQS  are  established  by  the  United 
States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  criteria  pollutants  that  represent  the  maximum 
levels  of  background  pollution  that  are  considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety,  to 
protect  public  health  and  safety. 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA):  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
directs  federal  agencies  to  take  environmental  factors  into  consideration  in  their  decisions. 
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National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB):  The  NGB,  both  a  staff  and  operating  agency,  administers  the 
federal  functions  of  the  Army  and  the  Air  National  Guard.  As  a  staff  agency,  the  National  Guard 
Bureau  participates  with  the  Army  and  Air  staffs  in  developing  and  coordinating  programs  that 
directly  affect  the  National  Guard.  As  an  operating  agency,  the  National  Guard  Bureau 
formulates  and  administers  the  programs  for  training,  development,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Army  National  Guard  and  Air  National  Guard  and  acts  as  the  channel  of  communication 
between  the  Army,  Air  Force,  and  the  54  states  and  territories  where  National  Guard  units  are 
located. 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  {NHPA):  The  NHPA  of  1966,  as  amended,  established  a 
program  for  the  preservation  of  historic  properties  throughout  the  United  States. 

Nautical  Mile:  A  distance  unit  equal  to  1.14  statute  miles. 

NOISEMAP:  NOISEMAP  is  a  group  of  computer  programs  developed  over  a  number  of  years 
by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  for  prediction  of  noise  exposures  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military 
installation.  NOISEMAP  is  the  primary  computer  model  used  by  Department  of  Defense  for 
evaluating  military  fixed-wing  aircraft  noise.  It  contains  a  suite  of  computer  programs  for 
prediction  of  noise  exposure  from  aircraft  flight,  maintenance,  and  ground  runup 
operations.  NOISEMAP  output  includes  noise  contours,  noise  levels  at  preselected  locations, 
and  other  supplemental  metrics  to  assist  users  in  analyzing  impacts  resulting  from  aircraft  noise 
in  the  airfield  environment. 

Operation:  An  operation  can  apply  to  both  airfield  and  airspace  activities.  At  an  airfield,  an 
operation  consists  of  a  single  action  such  as  a  take-off,  or  a  landing  (i.e.,  two  operations).  Eor 
airspace  and  ranges,  an  operation  consists  of  the  use  of  one  airspace  unit  (e.g..  Military 
Operations  Area,  Air  Refueling  Track)  by  one  aircraft.  Each  time  a  single  aircraft  flies  into  a 
different  airspace  unit,  one  operation  is  counted.  During  a  single  sortie,  an  aircraft  could  fly  in 
several  airspace  units,  and  conduct  a  number  of  operations;  therefore,  the  number  of  operations 
exceeds  the  number  of  sorties. 

Prime  Farmland:  Prime  farmlands  are  designations  assigned  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Prime  farmland  is  land  that  has  the  best  combination  of  physical  and  chemical 
characteristics  for  producing  food,  feed,  forage,  fiber,  and  oilseed  crops.  The  land  is  also  used  as 
cropland,  pastureland,  rangeland,  forest  land,  or  other  land,  but  cannot  be  used  as  urban  built-up 
land  or  water. 

Power  Setting:  The  power  or  thrust  output  of  an  engine  in  terms  of  kilonewtons  thrust  for 
turbojet  and  turbofan  engines  or  shaft  power  in  terms  of  kilowatts  for  turboprop  engines. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Glossary 


GEOSS-5 


Final  -  June  2014 


Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA):  PAA  consists  of  the  aircraft  authorized  and 
assigned  to  perform  an  Air  National  Guard  wing’s  missions. 

Scoping:  A  process  of  identifying  the  main  issues  of  concern  at  an  early  stage  in  planning,  in 
order  to  discover  any  alternatives  and  aid  in  site  selection. 

Sortie:  A  sortie  refers  to  a  single  military  aircraft  from  take-off  through  final  landing,  and 
everything  that  might  be  conducted  during  that  flying  mission.  A  sortie  will  always  include 
more  than  one  operation. 

Sortie  Operation:  A  sortie  operation  is  counted  each  time  a  single  aircraft  enters  Special 
Activity  Airspace  such  as  an  Air  Refueling  Route  or  Military  Operations  Area  (MO A). 

Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL):  SEL  accounts  for  both  the  maximum  sound  level  and  the  length 
of  time  a  sound  lasts.  It  provides  a  measure  of  the  total  sound  exposure  for  an  entire  event. 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  Order  1050. IE  defines  SEE  as  a  single  event  metric  that  takes 
into  account  both  the  noise  level  and  duration  of  the  event  and  referenced  to  a  standard  duration 
of  one  second. 

Special  Status  Species:  Special  Status  Species  are  defined  as  those  plant  and  animal  species 
listed  as  endangered,  threatened,  and  species  proposed  for  listing  by  the  Elnited  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (EISFWS)  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  and  by  state  agencies.  The 
federal  ESA  protects  federally  listed  endangered  and  threatened  plant  and  animal  species. 
Critical  habitat  is  a  term  defined  and  used  in  the  ESA.  It  is  a  specific  geographic  area(s)  that 
contains  features  essential  for  the  conservation  of  a  threatened  or  endangered  species  and  that 
may  require  special  management  and  protection.  Federally  identified  candidate  species  (species 
proposed  for  listing)  are  not  protected  under  law;  however,  these  species  could  become  listed, 
and  therefore,  protected  at  any  time.  Their  consideration  early  in  the  planning  process  may  avoid 
future  conflicts  that  could  otherwise  occur.  Additionally,  the  corresponding  state  regulatory 
agencies  (Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks  and  Tourism;  New  Jersey  Division  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife;  New  Hampshire  Fish  and  Game;  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Conservation  and 
Natural  Resources;  and  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources)  protect  state-listed  plant  and 
animal  species  through  State  fish  and  wildlife  and  administrative  codes. 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO):  State  department  responsible  for  assigning 
protected  status  for  cultural  and  historic  resources. 

Stationary  Sources:  A  place  or  object  from  which  pollutants  are  released  and  which  does  not 
move  around.  Stationary  sources  include  power  plants,  gas  stations,  incinerators,  houses,  etc. 
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Traditional/Cultural  Resource:  Cultural  and  traditional  resources  are  any  prehistoric  or  historic 
district,  site  or  building,  structure,  or  object  considered  important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or 
community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other  purposes. 

Visual  Flight  Rule  (VFR):  A  standard  set  of  rules  that  all  pilots,  both  civilian  and  military,  must 
follow  when  not  operating  under  Instrument  Flight  Rule.  These  rules  require  that  pilots  remain 
clear  of  clouds  and  avoid  other  aircraft.  See  Instrument  Flight  Rule. 

Warning  Areas:  A  warning  area  is  airspace  of  defined  dimensions,  extending  from  3  nautical 
miles  outward  from  the  coast  of  the  United  States,  containing  activity  that  may  be  hazardous  to 
non-participating  aircraft.  The  purpose  of  such  areas  is  to  warn  non-participating  pilots  of  the 
potential  danger.  A  warning  area  may  be  located  over  domestic  or  international  waters  or  both. 
A  warning  area  may  be  located  over  domestic  or  international  waters  or  both.  The  airspace  is 
designated  with  a  “W”  followed  by  a  number  (e.g.,  W-237). 

Wetland,  Jurisdictional:  A  jurisdictional  wetland  is  a  wetland  that  meets  all  three  United  States 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers’  criterion  for  jurisdictional  status:  appropriate  hydrologic  regime, 
hydric  soils,  and  facultative  to  obligate  wetland  plant  communities  under  normal  growing 
conditions. 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  THE  SECOND  MAIN  OPERA  TING  BASE  (MOB  2) 

KC-46A  BEDDOWN  AT  ALTERNATIVE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  INSTALLATIONS 

a.  Responsible  and  Cooperating  Agencies:  United  States  Air  Force,  National  Guard  Bureau  (Responsible  Agencies); 
there  are  no  Cooperating  Agencies. 

b.  Title  of  Action:  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

c.  Comments  and  Inquiries:  Anne  Rowe,  NGB/A7AM,  3501  Fetchet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157, 
(240)612-8859. 

d.  Designation:  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

e.  Abstract:  This  Final  EIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 
The  public  and  agency  scoping  process  resulted  in  the  analysis  of  the  following  environmental  resources:  noise,  air 
quality,  safety,  soils  and  water,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  infrastructure  and  transportation, 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes,  socioeconomics,  and  environmental  justice  and  the  protection  of  children.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  beddown  KC-46A  aircraft  for  MOB  2  at  one  of  five  alternative  locations. 
The  goal  of  KC-46A  basing  and  fielding  is  to  continue  to  provide  optimum  Combatant  Commander  support  and  to 
efficiently  meet  regional  and  global  receiver  demands  while  replacing  the  KC-135  fleet.  This  action  would  involve 
the  beddown  of  one  KC-46A  squadron  consisting  of  12  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA),  and 
establishing  a  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB).  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A,  12  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  would  be  refired  ouf  of  the  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  fleet.  The  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the 
selected  installation  would  either  be  relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  United  States  Air 
Force  (USAF)  inventory,  depending  on  the  age  and  maintenance  status  of  each  aircraft.  Separafe  documenfafion 
would  be  prepared  if  fhe  KC-135  aircraft  are  relocated  to  another  installation.  The  beddown  of  the  MOB  2 
KC-46A  would  follow  the  Total  Force  Integration  (TFI)  concept  that  was  enacted  into  law  through  the  passage  of 
the  2008  Defense  Authorization  Act,  pairing  two  USAF  component  units  (host  and  associate)  together  to  operate  as 
one.  In  support  of  TFI,  an  active  duty  associate  unit  would  be  integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment 
under  any  of  the  action  alternatives,  enabling  joint  training  and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft. 
The  ANG  host  unit  would  be  assigned  principal  responsibility  of  the  physical  resources  for  mission 
accomplishment  (aircraft,  equipment,  facilities)  and  the  active  duty  associate  unit  would  share  those  resources. 
Five  alternative  ANG  locations  were  selected  for  this  beddown: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS  as  fhe  preferred  alfemafive. 
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ACRONYMS  AND  ABBREVIATIONS 


“C 

degree  Celsius 

CO2 

earbon  dioxide 

°F 

degree  Fahrenheit 

C02e 

earbon  dioxide  equivalent 

|ag/m^ 

mierograms  per  eubie  meter 

CONUS 

eontinental  United  States 

64ARS 

64*  Air  Refueling  Squadron 

CRAA 

Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority 

108  WG 

108*  Wing 

CWA 

Clean  Water  Aet 

121  ARW 

I2H'  Air  Refueling  Wing 

CY 

Calendar  Y  ear 

157  ARW 

157*  Air  Refueling  Wing 

CZ 

Clear  Zone 

171  ARW 

I7C'  Air  Refueling  Wing 

dB 

deeibel 

190  ARW 

190*  Air  Refueling  Wing 

DERP 

Defense  Environmental  Restoration 

AAD 

Average  Annual  Day 

Program 

AAQS 

Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

DLA 

Defense  Logisties  Ageney 

ACAA 

Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority 

DNL 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 

ACM 

asbestos-eontaining  material 

DoD 

Department  of  Defense 

ACS 

Ameriean  Community  Survey 

EIS 

Environmental  Impaet  Statement 

AFB 

Air  Foree  Base 

EISA 

Energy  Independenee  and  Seeurity  Aet 

AFCEC 

Air  Foree  Civil  Engineer  Center 

EO 

Exeeutive  Order 

AFI 

Air  Foree  Instruetion 

ERP 

Environmental  Restoration  Program 

AFMAN 

Air  Foree  Manual 

FAA 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

AFOSH 

Air  Foree  Oeeupational  Safety  and 

FAR 

Federal  Aviation  Regulations 

Health 

FEMA 

Federal  Emergeney  Management 

AFSEC 

Air  Foree  Safety  Center 

Ageney 

AGE 

Aerospaee  Ground  Equipment 

FHWA 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

AGE 

above  ground  level 

FICUN 

Federal  Interageney  Committee  on 

AICUZ 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone 

Urban  Noise 

AMC 

Air  Mobility  Command 

FL 

Flight  Level 

ANG 

Air  National  Guard 

FPPA 

Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet 

ANGS 

Air  National  Guard  Station 

FY 

fiseal  year 

AOC 

Area  of  Coneem 

FTU 

Formal  Training  Unit 

APZ 

Aeeident  Potential  Zone 

GHG 

greenhouse  gas 

ARFF 

Aireraft  Reseue  and  Fire  Fighting 

GMV 

Government  Motor  Vehiele 

ARO 

Air  Refueling  Operator 

GWP 

global  warming  potential 

ASD 

Average  Sortie  Duration 

HAP 

Hazardous  Air  Pollutant 

ASN 

Aviation  Safety  Network 

I- 

Interstate 

AST 

aboveground  storage  tank 

lAP 

International  Airport 

AT/FP 

Anti-Terrorism/Foree  Proteetion 

IFR 

Instrument  Flight  Rule 

ATADS 

Air  Traffie  Aetivity  Data  System 

INM 

Integrated  Noise  Model 

ATCAA 

Air  Traffie  Control  Assigned  Airspaee 

JBMDL 

Joint  Base  MeGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

BAI 

Baekup  Aerospaee  Vehiele  Inventory 

KIAS 

knots  indieated  airspeed 

BASH 

BirdAVildlife  Aireraft  Strike  Hazard 

KS  ANG 

Kansas  Air  National  Guard 

BOMARC 

Boeing  Miehigan  Aerospaee  Researeh 

EBP 

lead-based  paint 

Center 

FEED 

Leadership  in  Energy  and 

C2 

Command  and  Control 

Environmental  Design 

C4 

Command,  Control,  Communieations, 

LID 

Low  Impaet  Development 

and  Computers 

MBTA 

Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Aet 

CAA 

Clean  Air  Aet 

MILCON 

Military  Construetion 

CAP 

Central  Aeeumulation  Point 

MOA 

Military  Operations  Area 

CEQ 

Couneil  on  Environmental  Quality 

MOB 

Main  Operating  Base 

CERCLA 

Comprehensive  Environmental 

MOB  I 

First  Main  Operating  Base 

Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability 

MOB  2 

Seeond  Main  Operating  Base 

Aet 

MSL 

mean  sea  level 

CFR 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

MTAA 

Metropolitan  Topeka  Air  Authority 

CH4 

methane 

N2O 

nitrous  oxide 

CO 

earbon  monoxide 
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NAAQS 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality 

PMio 

particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to 

Standards 

10  microns  in  diameter 

NDAA 

National  Defense  Authorization  Act 

POL 

petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricant 

NEPA 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

POV 

privately  owned  vehicle 

NGB 

National  Guard  Bureau 

ppm 

parts  per  million 

NGB/A7AN  National  Guard  Bureau,  Asset 

PSD 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

Management  Division,  Natural 

PUD 

Planned  Unit  Development 

Infrastructure  Management  Branch 

QD 

quantity-distance 

NHANG 

New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard 

RCRA 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 

NHPA 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

Act 

NIOSH 

National  Institute  for  Occupational 

ROD 

Record  of  Decision 

Safety  and  Health 

ROI 

Region  of  Influence 

NIPTS 

Noise-Induced  Permanent  Threshold 

RPZ 

Runway  Protection  Zone 

Shift 

SAP 

satellite  accumulation  point 

NJANG 

New  Jersey  Air  National  Guard 

SEE 

Sound  Exposure  Level 

nm 

nautical  mile 

SF 

square  foot/feet 

NO2 

nitrogen  dioxide 

SHPO 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office(r) 

NOA 

Notice  of  Availability 

SIP 

State  Implementation  Plan 

NOI 

Notice  of  Intent 

SO2 

sulfur  dioxide 

NO, 

oxides  of  nitrogen 

SR 

State  Route 

NPDES 

National  Pollutant  Discharge 

SUA 

Special  Use  Airspace 

Elimination  System 

SWPPP 

Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 

NRCS 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

TFI 

Total  Force  Integration 

NRHP 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

tpy 

tons  per  year 

NVIS 

Night  Vision  Imaging  System 

TSCA 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

O3 

ozone 

U.S. 

United  States 

OHANG 

Ohio  Air  National  Guard 

UFC 

Unified  Facilities  Criteria 

OSHA 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health 

USAGE 

United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Administration 

USAF 

United  States  Air  Force 

OWS 

oil/water  separator 

use 

United  States  Code 

PAANG 

Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard 

USDA 

United  States  Department  of 

PAA 

Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized 

Agriculture 

PADEP 

Pennsylvania  Department  of 

USEPA 

United  States  Environmental  Protection 

Environmental  Protection 

Agency 

Pb 

lead 

USFWS 

United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

PCB 

polychlorinated  biphenyl 

USGS 

United  States  Geological  Survey 

PDA 

Pease  Development  Authority 

UST 

underground  storage  tank 

PM2.5 

particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to 

UTBNI 

Up  to  But  Not  Including 

2.5  microns  in  diameter 

VFR 

Visual  Flight  Rule 

VOC 

volatile  organic  compound 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  analyzes  the  potential  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  the  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which 
will  be  led  by  an  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  unit.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce  proposes  to 
replace  existing  KC-135s  with  the  KC-46A  aircraft  for  MOB  2  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations.  The  five  alternative  ANG  locations  (Eigure  ES-1)  selected  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Eorbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Eakehurst  (JB  MDE),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  official  public  scoping  period  for  this  proposal  was  initiated  when  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI) 
to  prepare  the  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  May  17,  2013  and  ended  on  July  5, 
2013.  The  Notice  of  Availability  (NOA)  for  the  Draft  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  Eebruary  7,  which  initiated  a  45-day  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  EIS  that  ended  on 
March  24,  2014.  All  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIS  have  been  fully  considered  and 
addressed  in  the  Einal  EIS,  as  appropriate.  Comments  received  are  reflected  in  Appendix  B, 
Section  6,  pages  B6-223  to  B6-387.  Only  substantive  comments  were  responded  to  in  the 
Government  Responses  to  Comments,  Appendix  B,  Section  6,  pages  B6-202  to  B6-222. 

Purpose  and  Need 

Air  refueling  is  the  backbone  of  the  United  States’  (U.S.)  ability  to  project  global  reach  and 
combat  power.  Air  refueling  aircraft,  also  known  as  “tankers,”  are  a  joint  asset,  serving  our 
sister  services  and  U.S.  allies  who  rely  on  the  range  and  flexibility  of  tankers  to  strengthen  their 
contribution  to  the  coalition  fight.  Without  a  robust  air  refueling  capability,  U.S.  forces  would 
be  limited  in  their  ability  to  provide  global  reach.  The  original  mission  of  the  current  United 
States  Air  Eorce  (USAE)  air  refueling  aircraft,  the  KC-135  Stratotanker,  was  primarily  to  refuel 
strategic  bomber  aircraft  while  in  flight,  which  enhances  the  ability  of  aircraft  to  provide 
sustained  mission  capability  without  landing  to  refuel.  Through  the  course  of  the  KC-135’s 
service  life,  structural  and  functional  modifications  have  added  capabilities  to  select  aircraft. 
The  result  is  a  fleet  of  aircraft  with  multiple  configurations  and  crews  that  may  not  be  trained  to 
accomplish  every  mission  for  which  the  aircraft  is  capable.  This  lack  of  standardized  equipment 
and  training  throughout  the  fleet  limits  the  ability  for  KC-135s  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi¬ 
role  missions  or  exploit  new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  following  are  examples  of  capabilities 
that  the  current  KC-135  fleet  lacks: 
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•  Multi-Point  Refueling.  Simultaneous  refueling  of  two  probe-equipped  reeeiver  aircraft 
from  the  same  tanker  is  limited  to  20  sets  of  wing-mounted  refueling  pods  installed  on 
the  aircraft  for  the  fleet  of  tankers. 

•  Boom/Probe  and  Drogue  Refueling.  With  the  exception  of  the  refueling  pod  equipped 
aircraft,  the  KC-135  fleet  does  not  have  capability  to  perform  boom  and  probe/drogue 
refueling  on  the  same  sortie  \ 

•  Receiver  capabilities.  Only  eight  KC-135s  have  air  refueling  receptacles,  which  means 
that  only  eight  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  in  the  fleet  can  receive  fuel  in  flight.  This  restricts 
force  extension  and  limits  persistence  over  the  battlefield.  It  also  results  in  inefficient  use 
of  valuable,  but  limited  air  refueling  assets  and  limits  flexibility  within  the  maintenance 
schedule. 

•  Night  Vision  Imaging  System  (NVIS).  The  KC-135  fleet  currently  lacks  a  standard 
NVIS  for  tanker  cockpits  and  boom  operator  positions.  Additionally,  exterior  lighting  is 
not  currently  NVIS-compatible,  which  prohibits  air  refueling  in  tactical  NVIS  (low 
vision)  conditions.  This  limits  the  ability  to  perform  covert  air  refueling  operations  at 
night,  and  degrades  effectiveness  of  special  operations  support. 

•  Command,  Control,  Communications,  and  Computers  (C4).  KC-135s  lack  robust 

connectivity  to  command  and  control  agencies.  No  secure  tactical  datalink  exists  and 
these  aircraft  have  limited  C4  connectivity  to  other  combat,  combat  support,  and  mobility 
aircraft. 

•  Defensive  Protection.  KC-135s  currently  do  not  have  any  aircraft  defensive  systems. 

The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  ensure  that  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  will  have  air 
refueling  support  for  both  conventional  global  strike  and  nuclear  deterrence  operations  into  the 
future.  The  purpose  of  the  KC-46A  is  to  support  air  superiority  through  air  refueling  of  fighter, 
bomber,  attack,  special  operations.  Command  and  Control,  Intelligence,  Surveillance  and 
Reconnaissance,  and  transport  aircraft;  and  to  support  employment  of  combat  units  deploying  to 
areas  of  operations.  Finally,  the  KC-46A  will  also  support  the  Command  and  Control  core 
function  as  a  communications  “gateway”  when  equipped  with  a  roll-on  gateway  system  to 
provide  connectivity  between  tactical  network  partners  in  theater. 

The  NGB  requires  a  refueling  aircraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major  technological 
improvements  designed  to  enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness.  The  KC-46A 
is  the  USAF’s  newest  air  refueling  aircraft  that  meets  this  need.  NGB  requires  a  location  to 
beddown  the  KC-46A  aircraft  in  support  of  MOB  2.  The  base  would  support  the  beddown  and 


*  Probe  and  drogue  refueling  employs  a  flexible  hose  that  trails  from  the  tanker  aireraft.  The  drogue  is  a  fitting 
resembling  a  windsoek,  and  is  attaehed  with  a  valve  to  a  flexible  hose. 
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training  of  crewmembers  and  personnel  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft 
in  an  appropriate  geographic  location  that  can  provide  suffieient  airfield,  faeilities,  infrastructure, 
and  airspaee  to  support  the  KC-46A  training  and  operations. 

Narrowing  Process  For  Alternative  Bases 

As  previously  deseribed,  the  NGB  is  programmed  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  Primary 
Aerospace  Vehieles  Authorized  (PAA)  KC-46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative  locations. 
Identification  and  analysis  of  alternatives  is  one  of  the  core  elements  of  the  environmental 
process  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  ElSAE’s  implementing 
regulations.  The  NGB  may  expressly  eliminate  alternatives  from  detailed  analysis  based  on 
reasonable  seleetion  standards  (32  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations  [CER]  989.8(c)).  Based  on 
extensive  analysis  by  the  USAE  operations  eommunity,  a  siting  study  was  eonducted  to 
determine  the  specific  requirements  for  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  and  to  identify  potential 
military  installations  where  this  beddown  eould  occur,  hollowing  this  study,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Eorce  and  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Eoree  approved  selection  criteria  for  the  KC-46A 
beddown. 

The  approved  criteria  were  used  to  sereen  the  enterprise  of  83  eandidate  installations  to  identify 
those  installations’  eapacity  to  suceessfully  support  the  MOB  2  mission.  The  objective  criteria 
ineluded  mission,  capaeity,  environmental  considerations,  and  cost. 

The  Seeretary  of  the  Air  Eoree  eonsidered  the  objeetive  screening  results  as  well  as  qualitative 
operational  factors  in  determining  the  alternative  installations  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  mission. 
These  military  judgment  factors  included: 

•  Plans  and  Guidance 

•  Global  and  Regional  Coverage 

•  Combatant  Commander  Support 

•  Total  Eoree 

•  Beddown  Timing 

•  Eoree  Strueture 

•  Training  Requirements  and  Efficiencies 

•  Logistie  Supportability 

•  Resourees/Budgeting 
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The  Strategic  Basing  Process  described  above  resulted  in  the  identification  of  five  alternative 
bases  for  consideration. 

•  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas 

•  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio 

Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
Overview  of  the  Proposed  Action 

The  USAF  has  a  requirement  to  provide  refueling  aircraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major 
technological  improvements  designed  to  enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness. 
The  NGB  proposes  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations:  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas;  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey;  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 
Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  or  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio.  Additionally,  one  active  duty 
associate  unit  would  be  integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment,  enabling  joint  training 
and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.  Furthermore,  the  NGB  would 
implement  construction  projects  associated  with  the  aircraft  beddown  at  the  selected  installation. 
Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  selected 
installation  would  either  be  relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  USAF 
inventory. 

As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 
selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action.  The  proposed  beddown  is 
estimated  to  begin  in  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  2018  for  the  NGB,  and  construction  is  estimated  to  begin 
FY  2015.  Although  proposed  construction  is  necessary  for  the  long-term  viability  of  the 
beddown,  aircraft  operations  with  the  KC-46A  could  begin  prior  to  implementation  of  the 
construction.  Table  ES-1  summarizes  the  major  components  of  each  alternative. 
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Table  ES-1,  Summary  of  Alternatives  (Current/Proposed) 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker 

ANGS 

No  Action 
Alternative 

Refueler  Aireraft  Type 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135  / 
KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135/KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-135 

Number  of  Refueler 

Aireraft  (PAA) 

12/12 

8/12 

8/12 

16/12 

18/12 

Same  as  current 

ARW  Refueler  Flying 

Hours 

4,868  /  8,040 

3,687  /  8,040 

6,219/8,040 

6,016/8,040 

7,215/8,040 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Sorties 

1,478/2,010 

1,112/2,010 

1,382/2,010 

1,569/2,010 

2,014/2,010 

Same  as  current 

%  Home- Station  Operations 

64%  /  64% 

75%  /  75% 

44%  /  44% 

59%  /  59% 

64%  /  64% 

Same  as  current 

Home-Station  Sorties 

946/  1,286 

834/  1,508 

614/884 

926/  1,186 

1,289/  1,286 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 
Home-Station  —  ANG 

10,452  /  14,562 

8,340/  17,608 

6,140/8,840 

6,943  /  9,226 

6,445  /  6,857 

Same  as  current 

Total  Aetual  Airfield 
Operations  (ineluding 

ANG)  based  on  2012 
FAA/Tower  reports 

24,630/28,740 

62,686/71,875 

37,410/40,110 

139,217/  141,500 

39,436/39,848 

Same  as  current 

Total  FAR  Part  150 
(Baseline  2006/2007) 
Approved  Operations 
(ineluding  ANG) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

321,436'/ 

317,602 

67,160^60,877 

Same  as  current 

Construetion  —  new 

Hangar 

modifications; 

ramp/taxiway 

modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

new  fuel 
hydrants;  new 
simulator 
building; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

building 
additions;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 
modifications; 
new  fuel 
hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/  taxiway 
modifications 

None 

Construetion  —  renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

None 

Proposed  Personnel  Change 
(ANG  and  active  duty) 

-094 

+2S7 

+\ll 

-f59 

-fl97 

0 

Notes:  1.  2006  Part  150  Study  data 
2.  2007  Part  150  Study  data 

ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst;  PAA  =  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized;  ARW  =  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  ANG  =  Air  National  Guard;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
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Requirements  of  the  Proposed  Action 

Aircraft  Beddown/Transition 

The  KC-46A  is  planned  to  eventually  replace  existing  USAF  KC-135s.  The  NGB  proposes  to 
begin  this  proeess  by  replaeing  the  aireraft  at  the  seleeted  loeation  with  12  KC-46A  operational 
aireraft  (regardless  of  how  many  aireraft  are  eurrently  at  the  alternative  loeation).  It  is  estimated 
that  the  12  KC-46A  aireraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  seleeted  loeation  beginning  in  FY  2018. 
The  existing  KC-135  aireraft  at  the  seleeted  location  would  either  be  reloeated  to  another 
installation  and/or  would  be  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory.  The  reloeation/retirement 
aetions  would  be  evaluated  under  NEPA,  as  appropriate. 

Faeility  and  Infrastrueture  Requirements 

While  basing  the  KC-46A  would  require  eertain  facilities  and  infrastrueture  to  support  neeessary 
training  and  operational  requirements,  utilizing  existing  infrastrueture  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  eomprises  a  fundamental  basis  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Where  existing  faeilities  and 
infrastrueture  eannot  meet  the  needs  of  the  Proposed  Aetion,  the  NGB  would  implement 
eonstruetion  of  neeessary  new  and/or  renovated  infrastructure  and  facilities  at  the  seleeted 
alternative  installation.  The  type  of  eonstruetion  needed  would  vary  by  installation  (Table  ES-1). 

Personnel  Changes 

The  KC-46A  would  provide  substantial  expanded  eapabilities  with  only  minor  overall  ehanges  in 
military  personnel;  however,  the  mission  would  require  basing  suffieient  and  appropriate 
personnel  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Wing  and  to  provide  neeessary  support  serviees.  In 
addition,  there  would  be  an  aetive  duty  assoeiate  unit  based  with  the  selected  MOB  2  alternative 
installation.  The  ehange  in  number  of  personnel  would  vary  by  installation  (Table  ES-1). 

KC-46A  Operations 

Under  the  Proposed  Aetion,  the  12  PAA  KC-46A  aireraft  would  fly  670  hours  per  aireraft,  per 
year,  for  a  total  of  8,040  hours  annually.  Because  this  is  a  new  aireraft  flying  with  a  eombination 
of  ANG  and  assoeiate  aetive  duty  personnel,  a  uniform  distribution  of  flying  hours  was  assumed 
for  eaeh  alternative.  This  is  eonsidered  a  eonservative  estimate  and  any  deviation  from  this 
would  likely  be  fewer  hours  flown.  Thus,  with  an  estimated  average  sortie  duration  (ASD)  of 
4.0  hours,  the  KC-46A  aireraft  would  fly  2,010  sorties  annually.  The  2,010  annual  sorties  would 
be  flown  at  a  eombination  of  the  unit’s  home-station  as  well  as  off-station  airfields,  where  they 
are  able  to  train  in  a  different  setting  than  their  home-station.  Eaeh  of  the  five  alternative 
installations  eurrently  fly  a  different  number  of  airfield  operations  per  sortie,  as  well  as  a 
different  pereent  of  home-station/off-station  operations.  In  developing  the  analysis  for  eaeh 
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installation,  the  installations’  unique  ratio  of  airfield  operations  was  assumed  to  remain  the  same 
into  the  future,  as  were  the  percent  of  home-station/off-station  operations.  This  resulted  in  a 
range  of  home-station  airfield  operations  across  the  five  action  alternatives.  Further,  it  is 
recognized  that  there  is  a  recent  trend  toward  an  increasing  use  of  flight  simulators,  which  can 
reduce  the  number  of  hours  flown.  However,  without  a  clear  definition  in  the  use  of  the 
simulator  as  opposed  to  actual  airfield  operations,  the  full  8,040  flying  hour  program  has  been 
analyzed  for  each  action  alternative.  No  changes  are  proposed  to  airfield  departure/arrival 
patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,  and  use  of  runways  from  those  that  are  currently  performed 
with  the  KC-135  at  each  MOB  2  location.  Any  existing  noise  abatement  procedures  would 
continue  to  be  followed. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  some  increases  in  the  frequency  of  use  and  number 
of  operations  conducted  in  the  airspace  currently  used  by  the  KC-135,  depending  on  the  increase 
of  sorties  over  the  current  baseline  at  each  alternative  installation.  The  KC-46A  would  use  the 
same  airspace  currently  used  by  the  selected  installation,  with  no  new  airspace  required  to 
support  the  mission.  The  types  of  airspace  used  would  consist  of  published  air  refueling  tracks. 
Anchors,  Warning  Areas,  and  Military  Operations  Areas  (MOAs).  These  are  found  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  AP/IB,  Flight  Information  Publication,  and  Area  Planning 
documents.  All  air  refueling  is  accomplished  above  10,000  feet  mean  sea  level  (MSL),  although 
some  MOAs  are  approved  for  lower  altitude  flight  for  training  not  involving  air  refueling.  While 
a  large  percentage  of  air  refueling  occurs  close  to  the  home-station  airfield,  KC-135  aircraft 
refuel  in  other  refueling  tracks  and  Warning  Areas  located  throughout  the  U.S.  Under  the 
Proposed  Action,  the  KC-46A  would  use  the  airspace  in  the  same  manner  as  the  KC-135  aircraft. 
It  is  anticipated  that  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  and  conduct  flight  operations 
similar  to  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft;  therefore,  detailed  analysis  of  airspace  has  not  been 
conducted  in  this  EIS. 

Identification  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 

The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
beddown.  The  USAF  selected  Pease  ANGS  based  on  an  operational  analysis,  results  of  site 
surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors. 

No  Action  Alternative 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulation  40  CER  §  1502.14(d)  specifically 
requires  analysis  of  the  “No  Action”  alternative  in  all  NEPA  documents.  Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown  would  not  occur,  and  the  NGB  would  not  implement 
the  components  described  above  under  the  five  Action  Alternatives.  There  would  be  no  change 
in  based  aircraft;  use  of  the  airfield  at  the  proposed  locations;  or  use  of  Special  Use  Airspace 
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(SUA),  construction,  or  personnel  assigned  to  the  KC-46A  aireraft  squadron.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  the  NGB  would  continue  to  conduet  their  eurrent  mission  using  the  existing 
KC-135  aireraft  with  multiple  eonfigurations  and  crews  that  are  not  trained  to  aceomplish  every 
mission.  This  laek  of  standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the  fleet  would  eontinue 
to  negatively  impaet  the  ability  for  KC-135  airerews  to  support,  on  a  large  seale,  multi-role 
missions  or  exploit  new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  eontinued  use  of  the  KC-135  aireraft  would 
not  meet  the  identified  needs  of  the  NGB  or  the  USAF;  however,  this  alternative  is  earned 
forward  for  analysis  in  this  EIS  per  CEQ  regulations,  and  as  a  baseline  from  whieh  to  compare 
the  potential  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

Environmental  Consequences 

NEPA  requires  foeused  analysis  on  environmental  resourees  and  impaet  topies  potentially 
affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  or  its  alternatives.  Based  on  the  potential  for  the  Proposed 
Aetion  to  affeet  the  environment  at  and  surrounding  the  five  alternative  loeations,  as  well  as 
public  and  agency  concerns,  several  speeific  environmental  resources  were  evaluated  in  detail  in 
this  EIS.  The  potential  consequences  of  eaeh  alternative  on  these  resourees  were  evaluated  and 
are  summarized  in  Table  ES-2. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Noise  1 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by  4, 1 10 
(39  pereent  inerease  in 

190  ARW  operations,  17 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  41  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
inerease  by  9,268  (111 
pereent  inerease  in  108 

WG  operations,  15  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  inerease  by 
1,831  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by 

2,700  (44  pereent 
inerease  in  157  ARW 
operations,  7  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
inerease  by  135  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  deerease  by  3,834 
(29  pereent  deerease 
from  the  eurrently 
published  baseline  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
[2006];  and  a  2  pereent 
inerease  in  aetual  2012 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  79  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
deerease  by  6,283  (48 
pereent  deerease  from  the 
eurrently  published 
baseline  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  [2007];  and  a  1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  deerease 
by  99  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  The  noise 
environment  at  eaeh  of  the  five 
alternative  airfields  would 
eontinue  to  be  managed  through 
their  existing  AtCUZ  or  FAR 

Part  150  airfield  eompatibility 
programs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  Noise  impaets  at  any 
of  the  alternative  installations 
under  the  No  Aetion  Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Air  Quality  | 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located 
in  an  attainment  area  for 
all  criteria  pollutants. 
While  there  would  be 
increases  in  operational 
criteria  pollutant 
emissions,  they  would  be 
below  the  PSD 
threshold,  and  would  not 
be  significant.  Impacts 
from  construction 
emissions  and 
operational  HAP 
emissions  would  be 
negligible. 

The  108  WG  installation  is 
in  a  nonattainment  area  for 
03  (marginal 
nonattainment)  and 
maintenance  area  for 

PM2.5  and  CO,  and  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 

Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants,  except  NOx, 
which  would  be  above  the 
de  minimis  threshold  of  100 
tpy.  A  conformity 
determination  will  be 
prepared.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions  and 
operational  HAP  emissions 
are  negligible. 

The  Pease  ANGS 
installation  is  in  a 
maintenance  area  for 

03,  and  is  therefore 
subject  to  de  minimis 
thresholds.  Impacts 
from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all 
criteria  pollutants. 

Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP 
emissions  are 
negligible. 

The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
located  within  a  non¬ 
attainment  area  for 

PM2.5,  a  moderate 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  1997  8-hour  03 
standard,  and  is 
classified  as  a  marginal 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  2008  8-hour  03 
standard,  according  to  40 
CFR  81.339.  The 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 
Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  FLAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

The  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
is  located  in  a 
nonattainment  area  for  the 
03  and  PM2.5  NAAQS. 
While  there  are  increases 
in  operational  criteria 
pollutant  emissions,  they 
are  below  the  PSD/de 
minimis  thresholds  for  all 
pollutants  and  are  not 
significant.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  FLAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

Air  Quality  at  each  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
currently  is.  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  Emissions  at  each 
of  the  alternative  installations 
would  continue  to  be  in 
compliance  with  their  respective 
SIPs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  to  Air  Quality 
at  each  alternative  installation 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Safety  | 

There  would  be  a  39 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

1 90  ARW  airfield 
operations  (17  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Forbes 

Field  Airport  with 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  1 1 1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

108  WG  airfield  operations 
(15  pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at  JB 
MDL  with  a  eommensurate 
inerease  in  mishap  and 
BASF!  potential. 

There  would  be  a  44 
pereent  inerease  in 
aetual  157  ARW 
airfield  operations  (7 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Portsmouth  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  33 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  171  ARW  airfield 
operations  (2  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Pittsburgh 
lAP  with  a 

eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  6 
pereent  inerease  over  the 
aetual  2012  121  ARW 
airfield  operations  (1 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Riekenbaeker  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease  in 
mishap  and  BASH 
potential. 

Both  ground  and  flight  safety  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  There  would 
be  no  additional  impaets  to 

Safety  under  the  No  Aetion 
Alternative. 

Constmetion  aetivities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  teehniques.  During  eonstmetion,  standard  eonstmetion  safety  proeedures 
would  be  employed,  and  striet  adherenee  to  all  applieable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  proeedures  would  further  minimize  the 
relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  eonstmetion  aetivities.  Impaets  to  safety  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

Soils  and  Water  | 

There  would  be 
approximately  5.9  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  no  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.7  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  2.4  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  3.0  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  0.5 
aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.3  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  2.0  aeres 
of  new  impervious 
surfaee  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  8.5  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  0.3  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

Soils  and  Water  Resourees  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impaets  to  Soils  and  Water 
Resourees  as  a  result  of  the  No 
Aetion  alternative. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion, 
mnoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstmetion 
praetiees  would  be  implemented.  In  addition,  as  the 
eonstmetion  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the 
surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the 
Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this 
alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion,  mnoff,  and  sedimentation, 
standard  eonstmetion  praetiees  would  be  implemented.  Proposed  eonstmetion 
would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet 
does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  As  a  result,  impaets  to  soil  and  water  resourees 
would  be  negligible. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Biological  Resources  I 

No  impacts  to  vegetation 
and  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be 
impereeptibly  benefieial 
due  to  the  slight  decrease 
in  noise. 

39  percent  increase  in 

190  ARW  (17  percent 
increase  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  due 
to  constmction  would  be 
negligible. 

No  speeial  status  species 
or  eritieal  habitat  is 
known  to  oeeur  on 

Forbes  Field  Airport; 
therefore,  there  would  be 
no  impacts  to  these 
species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  minor. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  expected  to  be 
minor  due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and  the 
temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

Ill  percent  inerease  in  108 
WG  (15  percent  inerease  in 
total)  airfield  operations 
may  result  in  a  slight 
inereased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes 
to  occur,  including  those 
with  migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  speeies 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  oceur  on  McGuire  Field. 
Six  state  listed  species  are 
known  to  oecur  on 

McGuire  Field.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  and  impaets 
to  state  listed  speeies  would 
be  minor. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from 
operational  noise  would 
be  expected  to  be  minor 
due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and 
the  temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

44  percent  inerease  in 

157  ARW  (7  pereent 
inerease  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  inereased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 
No  federally  listed 
species  or  eritieal 
habitat  is  known  to 
occur  on  Portsmouth 
lAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  signifieant  impacts  to 
wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be  minor 
due  to  the  33  percent 
increase  in  171  ARW 
airfield  operations.  This 
small  inerease  in  the 
airfield  operations  may 
also  result  in  a  slight 
increased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  oceur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  or 
critical  habitat  is  known 
to  occur  on  Pittsburgh 

LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  species. 
There  would  be  no 
impacts  to  state  listed 
species. 

Impaets  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impaets  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  minor  due  to  the 

6  percent  increase  in  121 
ARW  airfield 
operations.  This  small 
increase  in  the  airfield 
operations  may  also  result 
in  a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  to  occur,  including 
those  with  migratory 
birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 

No  federally  listed  species 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  occur  on  Rickenbacker 
LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  speeies. 

There  would  be  no  change  to 
Biological  Resources  under  this 
alternative. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impaets  to  Biological  Resources 
as  a  result  of  the  No  Aetion 
Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Cultural  Resources  | 

Construction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements. 

Minor  interior 
modifications  to 

Building  679  would  not 
affect  the  NRHP- 
eligibility  of  the  building. 
The  Kansas  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  and 
no  known  traditional 
resources  are  known  to 
occur.  Two  responses 
have  been  received  from 
the  Kaw  Nation  and  the 
Wichita  and  Affiliated 
Tribes  stating  that  they 
have  no  objection  to  the 
Proposed  Action. 
Additional  efforts  were 
made  to  contact  non- 
responsive  tribes 
without  success.  While 
the  NGB  and  the  USAF 
values  its  relationship 
with  all  tribes  and  will 
continue  to  consult  on 
other  planning  efforts 

Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
primarily  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  A 
small  amount  of 
constmction  (0.15  acre) 
would  occur  in  forested 
area  near  this  developed 
area.  Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys  at 
McGuire  Field,  the  area  of 
proposed  constmction  does 
not  contain  any  known 
NRFlP-eligible  sites  and  is 
considered  to  have  a  low 
potential  for  containing 
buried  materials.  The  New 
Jersey  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  No  traditional 
resources  have  been 
identified.  Responses  from 
the  Delaware  Tribe  of 
Indians  and  the  Delaware 
Nation  stated  that  their 
review  indicated  no 
religious  or  culturally 
significant  sites  in  the  area. 
SHPO  consultation  for  this 
EIS  has  provided 
concurrence  that  no  historic 
properties  would  be 

Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys 
on  the  installation,  the 
area  of  proposed 
constmction  does  not 
contain  any  known 
NRHP-eligible  sites  or 
traditional  resources. 
Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  The 
New  Hampshire  SHPO 
has  concurred  with 
these  findings.  The 
Penobscot  Indian 

Nation  is  the  only 
federally-recognized 
tribal  entity  affiliated 
with  Pease  ANGS,  and 
has  responded  stating 
that  they  have  no  issues 
with  the  Proposed 

Action.  No  impacts  to 
cultural  impacts  would 
be  expected  to  occur. 

The  installation  contains 
no  known  traditional 
resources.  Given  the 
extensive  development 
on  the  installation,  it  is 
unlikely  that  there  are 
traditional  resources 
located  at  the  Pittsburgh 
ANGS.  Constmction 
activities  associated  with 
this  alternative  are 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements  and 
all  impacts  would  be 
negligible. 

Correspondence  has 
been  received  from  all 
tribes  consulted 
including  the  Seneca 
Nation  of  Indians,  the 
Cayuga  Nation  of  New 
York,  the  Tonowanda 
Band  of  Seneca, 

Tuscarora  Nation  of 

New  York,  and  the 
Onondaga  Nation  of 

New  York  stating  that 
they  have  no  objection  to 
the  Proposed  Action 

Constmction  activities  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 
would  be  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in 
the  areas  of  the  aircraft 
hangars  and  airfield 
pavements.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  for 
cultural  resources  and  no 
traditional  cultural 
resources  are  known  to 
exist  in  the  area.  The  one 
significant  archaeological 
resource  that  is  located 
within  the  installation  is 
not  within  the  proposed 
constmction  areas  and 
would  not  be  impacted. 

Two  NRHP-eligible 
hangars  (883  and  885) 
could  be  adversely 
impacted  by  constmction 
under  this  alternative. 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  have 
developed  a 

Programmatic 

Agreement  stating  that  if 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB 

2  KC-46A  beddown, 
additional  consultation 
would  be  conducted  to 
minimize  and  mitigate 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Cultural  Resources  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  they  currently  are. 

None  of  the  proposed  facility 
constmction/reno various  would 
occur  at  any  of  the  installations, 
and  thus,  there  would  be  no 
potential  impacts  to  facilities  that 
are  eligible  for  listing  on  the 

NRHP.  There  would  be  no 
surface  disturbance  from 
constmction  activities,  and  thus 
no  potential  to  impact  unknown 
archaeological  resources.  There 
would  be  no  additional  impacts 
to  Cultural  Resources  as  a  result 
of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

or  matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes,  Seetion  106 
eonsultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Forbes  ANGS  is  now 
eomplete. 

affeeted  under  the  proposed 
aetion. 

adverse  effeets  to  these 
buildings. 

Correspondenee  has  been 
reeeived  from  the  Peoria 
Tribe  of  Indians,  the 
Pokagon  Band  of 
Potawatomi  Indians,  the 
Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  of 

North  Dakota,  the 

Delaware  Nation,  and  the 
Shawnee  Tribe  who 
indieated  that  they  had  no 
objeetion  to  the  proposed 
projeet.  Additional 
efforts  were  made  to 
eontaet  non-responsive 
tribes  without  sueeess. 
While  the  NGB  and  the 
USAF  values  its 
relationship  with  all 
tribes  and  will  eontinue 
to  eonsult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or 
matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes,  Seetion  106 
eonsultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Riekenbaeker  ANGS  is 
now  eomplete. 

1  Land  Use  | 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
inerease  by  4, 1 1 0  ( 1 7 
pereent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would  inerease 
by  9,268  (15  pereent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
inerease  by  2,700  (44 
pereent). 

Airfield  operations 
would  deerease  by  3,834 
(29  pereent  deerease) 
from  the  eurrently 

The  number  of  airfield 
operations  would  deerease 
by  6,283  (48  pereent 
deerease)  from  the 

Land  Use  at  eaeh  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
eurrently  is.  Eaeh  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
decrease  by  41  acres  (55 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property). 
Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would  be 
compatible  with  current 
land  use  and  zoning 
designations  and  would 
result  in  imperceptibly 
beneficial  impacts  by 
reducing  the  off-airport 
areas  currently  exposed 
to  a  DNL  between  65  dB 
and  70  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


JBMDL 


Acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  off  DoD-controlled 
property  would  increase  by 
419  acres.  An  additional  8 
acres  of  residential  use 
areas  would  be  exposed  to 
greater  than  65  dB  DNL. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would 
not  change  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  minor  adverse 
impacts  due  to  an  increase 
in  off-airport  areas 
(including  residential  areas) 
exposed  to  a  DNL  between 
65  dB  and  75  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not  be 
affected. 


Pease  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
increase  by  135  acres. 
Of  this  increase  in 
acreage,  4  acres  would 
be  off  airport-controlled 
property. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due 
to  the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  due  to  an 
increase  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would 
not  be  affected. 


Pittsburgh  ANGS 


published  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  (2006),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  79  acres.  There 
would  be  a  decrease  of 
approximately  23  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property.  Current  land 
use  and  zoning 
designations  would  not 
change  due  to  the  basing 
oftheKC-46A.  This 
alternative  would  result 
in  negligible  impacts  in 
off-airport  areas  exposed 
to  a  DNL  above  65  dB. 
Airport  Hazard  Areas 
would  not  be  affected. 


Rickenbacker  ANGS 


currently  published  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
(2007),  and  the  acreage 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
(and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  99  acres. 

Decrease  of  72  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property,  resulting  in  345 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property  that  lie 
within  the  65  dB  contour. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the  KC-46A. 
This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


No  Action  Alternative 


KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impaets  to  Land  Use 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative 
at  any  of  the  alternative  locations. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Infrastructure  and  Transportation  | 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is 
expected  that  the  existing  infrastmcture  is  generally  adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative. 
Impacts  to  infrastmcture  resulting  from  constmction  would  be  negligible  since  any  intermption  of  utility  services  or  increased  demand  on 
infrastmcture  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to  infrastmcture  would  be  negligible. 

Infrastmcture  and  Transportation 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  they  currently 
are.  There  would  be  no  change 
to  the  based  personnel  at  any  of 
the  alternative  locations.  There 
would  be  no  increase  in  use  of 
various  utilities  or  roadway 
systems  under  this  alternative. 
There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  | 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  190 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

One  of  the  ERP  Sites, 

SS-39,  overlaps  with  a 
portion  of  the  existing  fuel 
hydrants  that  would  be 
capped,  as  well  as  the 
proposed  addition  to 

Hangar  3336.  Remedial 
investigation  is  on-going 
with  this  site.  It  is 
recommended  that  a  vapor 
intmsion  analysis/testing  is 
completed  prior  to 
constmction  to  investigate 
any  potential  concern.  If 
testing  indicates  a  vapor 
intmsion  concern,  the 
installation  would 
implement  practices  in 
accordance  with  site- 
specific  vapor  mitigation 
design  considerations.  If 
contaminated  media  were 
encountered  during  the 
course  of  site  preparation 
or  site  development,  work 
would  cease  until  108  WG 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and  state 
agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 
ERP  sites.  Impacts 
relative  to  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes 
would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  171 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP  site 
that  overlaps  proposed 
constmction  is  closed. 
However,  if  contaminated 
media  are  encountered 
during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work  would 
cease  until  121  ARW 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative  location.  The  benefit 
of  eliminating  ozone  depleting 
substances  with  the  KC-46A 
would  not  be  realized. 

The  throughput  and  management 
of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  not  change  from 
baseline  conditions. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Wastes  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

There  would  not  be  an  inereased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this  alternative.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  needed 
for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of 
the  KC-135  fleet.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  eonstmetion  aetivities  would  be  managed  per 
applieable  USAF  regulations. 

Socioeconomics  | 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  eonstmetion  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible  resulting  from  eonstmetion  payrolls  and  materials 
purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from  proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

Socioeconomics  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  The  minor  economic 
benefit  of  additional  based 
personnel  and  eonstmetion 
activity  would  not  occur  at  any  of 
the  alternative  installations. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Socioeconomics  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Executive  Summary 


ES-19 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  ES-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  | 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
ineluding  no  minority  or 
low-ineome  populations, 
and  no  additional  sehools 
loeated  within  the 
vieinity  of  Forbes  Field 
Airport  exposed  to  a 

DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impaets 
to  minority  or  low- 
ineome  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
speeial  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

The  percentage  of  minority 
and  low-income  persons 
affected  would  remain 
approximately  the  same  as 
baseline. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to 
minority  or  low- income 
populations.  The  child 
development  center  that  is 
currently  under  the  65  dB 
contour  would  be  located 
under  the  70  dB  contour. 
There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

There  are  no  residential 
areas  within  the  noise 
contours.  No  additional 
schools  would  be 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Portsmouth 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate 
impacts  to  minority  or 
low-income  populations 
and  no  special  health  or 
safety  risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low-income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Pittsburgh 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
special  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low- income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
exposed  to  a  DNL  of  65 
dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low-income 
populations. 

There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  There  were  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to  low- 
income,  minority,  or  children 
identified  under  any  of  the  action 
alternatives.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  as  a  result  of 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Notes:  190  ARW  =  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  dB  =  decibel;  DNL  =  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level;  DoD  =  Department  of  Defense;  108  WG  =  108*’  Wing;  157  ARW  =  157*  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations;  AICUZ  =  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone;  ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant 


Deterioration;  HAP  =  hazardous  air  pollutant;  O3  =  ozone;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen; 
tpy  =  tons  per  year;  CFR  =  Code  of  Federal  Regulations;  SIP  =  State  Implementation  Plan;  BASH  =  Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix- 
Lakehurst;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  171  ARW  =  17U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  121  ARW  =  12U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  NRHP  =  National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  SHPO  =  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office;  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program;  EBP  =  lead-based  paint;  ACM  =  asbestos-containing  material;  USAF  =  United  States  Air  Force 
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CHAPTER  1 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


1,1  Introduction 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  existing  KC-135s  with  the  KC-46A,  which 
will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  plans  to  identify  locations  for  the 
beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating  base  (MOB  1),  which  will 
both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  Second  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  unit.  The  FTU 
alternative  installations  are  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB, 
Kansas.  The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  both  Altus  and  McConnell  AFBs,  in 
addition  to  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota.  This  particular 
document  will  analyze  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  MOB  2  beddown 
only,  and  will  further  reference  the  proposed  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddowns  only  as  necessary  in 
the  context  of  the  proposed  MOB  2  beddown.  A  separate  environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
is  currently  being  prepared  for  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddowns. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  beddown 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  MOB  2  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations.  The  goal  of  KC-46A  basing  and  fielding  is 
to  continue  to  provide  optimum  Combatant 
Commander  support  and  to  efficiently  meet  regional 
and  global  receiver  demands  while  replacing  existing 
KC-135S.  This  action  would  involve  the  beddown  of 
one  KC-46A  squadron  consisting  of  12  Primary 
Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA),  and 
establishing  a  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB).  Five  alternative  ANG  locations  (Figure 
1.1-1)  were  selected  for  this  beddown  based  on  criteria  identified  in  Section  2.2: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 
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Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A,  12  existing  KC-135  aireraft  would  be  retired 
out  of  the  USAF  fleet.  The  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  seleeted  installation  would  either  be 
relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  age 
and  maintenance  status  of  each  aircraft.  Separate  doeumentation  would  be  prepared  if  the 
KC-135  aireraft  are  relocated  to  another  installation.  The  beddown  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
would  follow  the  Total  Foree  Integration  (TFl)  coneept  that  was  enacted  into  law  through  the 
passage  of  the  2008  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  (NDAA),  pairing  two  USAF 
component  units  (host  and  assoeiate)  together  to  operate  as  one.  TFl  supports  USAF 
transformation  by  developing,  promoting,  and  implementing  new  and  creative  organizational 
eonstructs  and  by  advoeating  ehanges  in  personnel  poliey  that  enhanee  the  integration  of  active, 
reserve,  and  eivilian  work  forees.  In  support  of  TFl,  an  active  duty  associate  unit  would  be 
integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment  under  any  of  the  aetion  alternatives,  enabling 
joint  training  and  exeeution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.  The  ANG  host  unit  would 
be  assigned  prineipal  responsibility  of  the  physieal  resources  for  mission  aecomplishment 
(aireraft,  equipment,  facilities)  and  the  aetive  duty  assoeiate  unit  would  share  those  resources. 

In  aecordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Poliey  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969  (42  United  States 
Code  [USC]  4321-4347),  Couneil  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations  for 
Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations  [CER]  Parts 
1500-1508),  and  Air  Eorce  Instruction  (API)  32-7061  as  promulgated  at  32  CER  Part  989  et  seq.. 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  has  prepared  this 
EIS,  that  considers  the  potential  consequenees  to  the  human  and  natural  environment  that  may 
result  from  implementation  of  this  aetion. 

1 ,2  Purpose  and  Need  eor  the  Proposed  Action 

1.2,1  Purpose  of  Action 

Air  refueling  is  the  baekbone  of  the  United  States’  (U.S.)  ability  to  project  global  reach  and 
combat  power.  Air  refueling  aireraft,  also  known  as  “tankers,”  are  a  joint  asset,  serving  our 
sister  services  and  U.S.  allies  who  rely  on  the  range  and  flexibility  of  tankers  to  strengthen  their 
eontribution  to  the  coalition  fight.  Without  a  robust  air  refueling  capability,  U.S.  forces  would 
be  limited  in  their  ability  to  provide  global  reach.  The  original  mission  of  the  current  USAP  air 
refueling  aireraft,  the  KC-135  Stratotanker,  was  primarily  to  refuel  strategie  bomber  aircraft 
while  in  flight,  which  enhances  the  ability  of  aireraft  to  provide  sustained  mission  eapability 
without  landing  to  refuel.  Through  the  eourse  of  the  KC-135’s  service  life,  structural  and 
functional  modifications  have  added  capabilities  to  select  aircraft.  The  result  is  a  fleet  of  aircraft 
with  multiple  configurations  and  crews  that  may  not  be  trained  to  aeeomplish  every  mission  for 
whieh  the  aireraft  is  capable.  This  lack  of  standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the 
fleet  limits  the  ability  for  KC-135s  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi-role  missions  or  exploit 
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new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  following  are  examples  of  capabilities  that  the  current  KC-135 
fleet  lacks. 

•  Multi-Point  Refueling.  Simultaneous  refueling  of  two  probe-equipped  receiver  aircraft 
from  the  same  tanker  is  limited  to  20  sets  of  wing-mounted  refueling  pods  installed  on 
the  aircraft  for  the  fleet  of  tankers. 

•  Boom/Probe  and  Drogue  Refueling.  With  the  exception  of  the  refueling  pod  equipped 
aircraft,  the  KC-135  fleet  does  not  have  capability  to  perform  boom  and  probe/drogue 
refueling  on  the  same  sortie  \ 

•  Receiver  capabilities.  Only  eight  KC-135s  have  air  refueling  receptacles,  which  means 
that  only  eight  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  in  the  fleet  can  receive  fuel  in  flight.  This  restricts 
force  extension  and  limits  persistence  over  the  battlefield.  It  also  results  in  inefficient  use 
of  valuable,  but  limited  air  refueling  assets  and  limits  flexibility  within  the  maintenance 
schedule. 

•  Night  Vision  Imaging  System  (NVIS).  The  KC-135  fleet  currently  lacks  a  standard 
NVIS  for  tanker  cockpits  and  boom  operator  positions.  Additionally,  exterior  lighting  is 
not  currently  NVIS-compatible,  which  prohibits  air  refueling  in  tactical  NVIS  (low 
vision)  conditions.  This  limits  the  ability  to  perform  covert  air  refueling  operations  at 
night,  and  degrades  effectiveness  of  special  operations  support. 

•  Command,  Control,  Communications,  and  Computers  (C4).  KC-135s  lack  robust 

connectivity  to  command  and  control  agencies.  No  secure  tactical  datalink  exists  and 
these  aircraft  have  limited  C4  connectivity  to  other  combat,  combat  support,  and  mobility 
aircraft. 

•  Defensive  Protection.  KC-135s  currently  are  not  normally  equipped  with  aircraft 
defensive  systems,  which  limits  aircraft  from  operating  in  anything  other  than  a  low- 
threat  environment. 

The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  ensure  that  the  NGB  will  have  air  refueling  support  for  both 
conventional  global  strike  and  nuclear  deterrence  operations  into  the  future.  The  purpose  of  the 
KC-46A  is  to  support  air  superiority  through  air  refueling  of  fighter,  bomber,  attack,  special 
operations.  Command  and  Control,  Intelligence,  Surveillance  and  Reconnaissance,  and  transport 
aircraft;  and  to  support  employment  of  combat  units  deploying  to  areas  of  operations.  Finally, 
the  KC-46A  will  also  support  the  Command  and  Control  (C2)  core  function  as  a  communications 
“gateway”  when  equipped  with  a  roll-on  gateway  system  to  provide  connectivity  between 
tactical  network  partners  in  theater. 


*  Probe  and  drogue  refueling  employs  a  flexible  hose  that  trails  from  the  tanker  aireraft.  The  drogue  is  a  fitting 
resembling  a  windsoek,  and  is  attached  with  a  valve  to  a  flexible  hose. 
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1,2,2  Need  for  Action 

In  support  of  the  USAF  worldwide  operations  and  as  part  of  the  TFI,  the  NGB  requires  a 
refueling  aireraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major  teehnologieal  improvements  designed  to 
enhanee  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness.  The  KC-46A  is  the  USAF’s  newest  air 
refueling  aircraft  that  meets  this  need.  NGB  requires  a  location  to  beddown  the  KC-46A  aircraft 
in  support  of  MOB  2.  The  base  will  support  the  beddown  and  training  of  crewmembers  and 
personnel  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  in  an  appropriate  geographic 
location  that  can  provide  sufficient  airfield,  facilities,  infrastructure,  and  airspace  to  support  the 
KC-46A  training  and  operations. 

1,3  Background  of  the  KC-46A 

1,3,1  Aircraft  Characteristics 

This  section  compares  the  aircraft  characteristics  of  the  KC-46A  and  the  existing  KC-135.  Some 
key  specifications  of  the  KC-135  and  the  KC-46A  are  compared  in  Table  1.3-1 


Table  1,3-1,  Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A 


Specification 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

Length 

136  feet,  3  inches 

165  feet,  6  inches 

Height 

41  feet,  8  inches 

52  feet,  10  inches 

Wingspan 

130  feet,  10  inches 

156  feet,  1  inch 

Power  Plant 

4F108  CF-100 

2  Pratt  Whitney  4062 

Takeoff  Thrust 

21,634  pounds  per  engine 

62,000  pounds  per  engine 

Speed 

530  miles  per  hour  (mph)  at  30,000  feet 

530  mph  at  30,000  feet 

Ceiling 

50,000  feet 

40,100  feet 

Maximum  Take-off  Weight 

322,500  pounds 

415,000  pounds 

Maximum  Fuel  Capacity 

200,000  pounds 

212,000  pounds 

Pallets/Palletized  Cargo  Weight 
Capacity 

6/36,000  pounds 

18/65,000  pounds 

Crew 

3  crewmembers 

3  crewmembers 

Receiver  Fuel  Transfer 

Very  limited 

Yes 

Fuel  Jettison 

Yes 

Yes 

Night  Vision  Imaging  System 

No 

Yes 

Multi-point  Refueling 

Very  limited 

Yes 

C2  Network 

No 

Yes 

Defensive  Protection 

Very  limited 

Yes 

Aeromedical  Evacuation 

Limited 

Yes 
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1,3,2  Aircraft  Characteristics  of  the  KC-135 

The  KC-135  Stratotanker  was  developed  in 
1954  as  the  USAF’s  first  jet-powered  refueling 
tanker  to  replace  the  KC-97  Stratotanker  and  is 
derived  from  a  commercial  Boeing  367-80 
commercial  passenger  plane.  Between  1956 
and  1966,  820  KC-135  aircraft  of  many 
different  variations  were  built.  Over  the  last 
50  years,  the  KC-135  fleet  has  undergone 
substantial  modifications  to  add  capability. 

The  KC-135  was  originally  developed  to 
refuel  strategic  bombers.  It  was  used  in  the 
Vietnam  War  and  in  all  conflicts  up  to  and 
including  Operation  Enduring  Freedom  in  Afghanistan.  For  this  EIS,  all  KC-135  models, 
including  the  current  R  model,  are  referred  to  as  KC-135.  Originally,  all  KC-135s  were 
equipped  with  four  Pratt  &  Whitney  J-57-P-59W  turbojet  engines  capable  of  producing 
approximately  13,000  pounds  of  thrust  each.  The  current  R  models  were  upgraded  to  use  the 
CPM56-2B1  (Military  designation  P108-CP-100)  turbofan  engines,  which  are  capable  of 
generating  approximately  21,634  pounds  of  thrust  per  engine.  The  KC-135  has  a  maximum 
take-off  weight  of  more  than  322,500  pounds  and  the  ability  to  off-load  in  excess  of  150,000 
pounds  of  fuel.  In  addition,  the  KC-135  is  capable  of  transporting  up  to  36,000  pounds  of 
palletized  cargo  and/or  ambulatory  patients  during  aeromedical  evacuations.  A  cargo  deck 
above  the  refueling  system  can  hold  a  mixed  load  of  passengers  and  cargo  depending  on  the  fuel 
storage  configuration.  The  KC-135  pumps  fuel  through  the  flying  boom,  but  some  aircraft  have 
been  specially  fitted  with  wing  pods  to  allow  a  multi-point  aerial  refueling  drogue  system.  As 
noted  previously,  the  aircraft  is  limited  by  not  possessing  the  capability  for  receiver  fuel  transfer, 
NVIS,  defensive  protection,  and  C2  capabilities. 
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1,3,3  Aircraft  Characteristics  of  the  KC-46A 

The  KC-46A  is  derived  from  a  commercial  Boeing 
767-200ER  series  aircraft  and  will  be  powered  by  two 
Pratt  &  Whitney  4062  engines  with  thrust  reversers 
removed.  Each  engine  will  have  the  capability  to 
provide  approximately  62,000  pounds  of  thrust.  The 
aircraft  will  be  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(FAA)-certified  for  worldwide  operations.  The 
KC-46A  is  a  fully  provisioned  version  of  the  Boeing 
767-2C,  FAA  Amended  Type  Certified  aircraft.  It  is 
required  to  meet  the  FAA  Part  36  Stage  4  (most 
restrictive  commercial  aircraft  noise  level  standard) 
and  the  International  Congress  of  Aeronautical 
Organizations,  Committee  of  Environmental  Protection  6  air  contaminant  emission  limits.  Three 
crewmembers,  (pilot,  copilot,  and  boom  operator)  will  operate  the  aircraft  with  permanent 
seating  for  an  additional  12  aircrew  members.  With  new  technology  and  a  maximum  fuel 
capacity  expected  to  be  over  212,000  pounds,  the  KC-46A  is  capable  of  accomplishing  all 
current  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  refueling  missions. 

The  KC-46A  will  be  able  to  refuel  any  certified  fixed-wing  receiver-capable  aircraft  on  any 
mission  both  day  and  night.  The  aircraft  will  be  equipped  with  a  modernized  KC-10  refueling 
boom  integrated  with  proven  fly-by-wire  control  system  and  will  have  the  ability  to  deliver  fuel 
through  a  centerline  hose  and  drogue  system,  which  adds  additional  mission  capability 
independent  of  the  boom  system. 

This  aircraft  will  be  capable  of  accomplishing  multi-role  missions.  By  trading  fuel  for  cargo,  it 
will  be  able  to  carry  up  to  18  standard  cargo  pallets  with  a  total  palletized  cargo  payload  of  up  to 
65,000  pounds.  With  a  far  greater  cargo  area  contour  than  the  KC-135,  KC-46A  centerline  pallet 
positions  1  through  8  can  be  built  to  carry  full  height  (96-inch-high)  cargo  without  the  need  for 
contouring,  compared  to  KC-135  pallets,  which  are  typically  restricted  to  65-inch-high  cargo  and 
must  be  contoured  on  the  right-hand  side  starting  at  50  inches  off  the  top  pallet  surface.  In 
normal  operations,  the  KC-46A  can  be  configured  to  carry  58  passengers  and  will  be  capable  of 
providing  urgent  Aeromedical  Evacuation,  transporting  up  to  50  medical  patients  (24  litters/26 
ambulatory). 

Additional  features  include  a  flush-mounted  air  refueling  receptacle,  wing  air  refueling  pods 
capability,  boom  air  refueling  camera  and  computer  control  systems,  defensive  and 
communication  systems,  NVIS/covert  lighting,  and  military  radio/navigation  receivers.  The 
boom  operator  will  control  the  refueling  systems  from  the  crew  compartment  via  the  Air 
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Refueling  Operating  Station.  A  series  of  eameras  mounted  on  the  tanker’s  fuselage  provide  a 
185-degree  field  of  view  under  day  and  night  lighting  conditions.  Imaging  may  be  captured  in 
three-dimensional  or  two-dimensional  high-definition  video.  Fuel  is  automatically  transferred 
within  the  aircraft  to  maintain  center  of  gravity  in  all  axes.  The  flow  of  fuel  in,  out,  and  within 
the  aircraft  can  be  manually  or  automatically  controlled  by  the  aircraft  and  can  be  manually 
controlled  by  the  aircrew  via  control  display  units  at  the  appropriate  duty  station. 

In  addition  to  fuel  and  cargo  transport,  each  KC-46A  aircraft  will  possess  a  secure  airborne 
communications  capability,  which  will  provide  beyond-the-line-of-sight  messaging  and  line-of- 
sight  tactical  datalink  multi-modal  communications  via  secure  networks.  Hosting  a  suite  of 
network-centric  communications  equipment,  the  KC-46A  will  function  with  most  current  C2 
systems.  The  KC-46A  will  also  support  the  C2  core  function  as  a  communications  “gateway” 
when  equipped  with  a  roll-on  gateway  system  to  provide  connectivity  between  tactical  network 
partners  in  theater. 

This  aircraft  will  have  self-defense  and  protection  (both  active  and  passive)  capabilities  and  the 
necessary  operational  environment  awareness  to  mitigate  threats,  but  will  not  be  operated  in 
areas  of  high  threats  without  requesting  suppression  of  enemy  air  defenses  and  air  support.  This 
aircraft  is  capable  of  ferrying  fuel  into  semi-austere  airfields.  By  following  Forward  Area 
Refueling  Point  procedures,  the  aircraft  can  off-load  fuel  into  fuel  pits,  bladders,  trucks,  or  other 
aircraft,  with  or  without  the  engines  running,  without  the  need  for  special  equipment.  The 
aircraft  will  be  able  to  operate  at  certain  night  vision  goggle  and/or  defensive  system-required 
airfields  with  a  minimum  of  7,000  feet  of  paved  runway  available  for  take-off/landing. 

The  aircraft  will  be  capable  of  operating  in  day-night  and  adverse  weather  conditions  over  vast 
distances  to  enable  deployment,  employment,  sustainment,  and  redeployment  of  U.S.,  joint, 
allied,  and  coalition  forces. 

1,3,4  Training  Requirements 

KC-46A  aircrews  at  the  selected  MOB  2  installation  would  complete  operational  sorties  as  part 
of  their  global  reach  missions  and  local  training  sorties  to  maintain  proficiency  in  the  aircraft. 
Training  requirements  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  be  similar  to  those  depicted  for  the  KC-135 
flight  crews,  which  are  detailed  in  AFI  11-2KC-135  Vol  I  (2012).  An  AFI  11-2KC-46  Vol.  1  is 
currently  being  developed  to  provide  each  flight  crew  member  the  minimum  semi-annual  and 
annual  flying  training  requirements  to  qualify  and  maintain  proficiency/currency  (allowing  for 
unsupervised  flight)  for  the  KC-46A  and  will  provide  the  same  minimum  requirements  for 
training. 
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Flight  training,  including  air  refueling  and  training  in  the  flight  simulator,  is  designed  to  provide 
basie  and  eontinuation  airerew  training  needs.  A  typieal  KC-46A  proheieney  training  sortie 
would  be  very  similar  to  a  KC-135  training  sortie  and  would  inelude  a  departure  from  the 
installation,  elimb  to  altitude  for  air  refueling  training  in  appropriate  airspaee,  return  to  the  home 
installation  for  additional  elosed  pattern  training  before  landing  for  the  sortie  termination. 
Proheieney  training  sorties  to  fulhh  the  requirements  of  the  AFI  above  typieahy  depart  from  and 
return  to  the  home  installation  on  the  same  day.  A  global  reaeh  mission  typieally  departs  the 
home  installation,  returns  on  a  later  day,  and  aecomplishes  training  as  a  by-produet  of  the 
operational  mission.  Although  some  in-hight  training  and  eertihcation  would  oecur,  the  majority 
of  KC-46A  system  eontinuation  training  would  be  eompleted  in  simulators. 

1.4  The  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process 

In  aeeordanee  with  NEPA  of  1969  (42  USC  4321-4347),  CEQ  Regulations  for  Implementing  the 
Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  CER  Parts  1500-1508),  and  API  32-7061  as  promulgated  at 
32  CER  Part  989  et  seq..  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process,  the  NGB  and  USAP  have 
prepared  this  EIS,  whieh  considers  the  potential  eonsequenees  to  the  human  and  natural 
environment  that  may  result  from  implementation  of  these  aetivities. 

NEPA  requires  federal  agencies  to  take  into  eonsideration  the  potential  environmental 
eonsequenees  of  proposed  aetions  in  their  deeision-making  proeess.  The  intent  of  NEPA  is  to 
proteet,  restore,  and  enhanee  the  environment  through  well-informed  federal  deeisions.  The 
CEQ  was  established  under  NEPA  to  implement  and  oversee  federal  poliey  in  this  proeess.  The 
CEQ  subsequently  issued  the  Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA 
(40  CER  Parts  1500-1508)  (CEQ  1978). 

The  aetivities  addressed  within  this  doeument  eonstitute  a  major  federal  aetion  and  therefore 
must  be  assessed  in  aeeordanee  with  NEPA.  To  eomply  with  NEPA,  as  well  as  other  pertinent 
environmental  requirements,  the  deeision-making  proeess  for  the  Proposed  Aetion  ineludes  the 
development  of  this  EIS  to  address  the  environmental  issues  related  to  the  proposed  aetivities. 
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1,5  Public  Involvement/Environmental  Coordination 

This  EIS  was  prepared  in  eomplianee  with  all  applieable  loeal, 
state,  and  federal  environmental  regulations.  An  EIS  is 
prepared  as  a  tool  for  compiling  information  for  a  proposal 
and  provides  a  full  and  fair  discussion  of  environmental 
impacts  to  the  natural  and  human  environment.  Reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action,  including  the  No  Action 
Alternative  are  also  evaluated  in  an  EIS.  The  USAE  has 
evaluated  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  ensure  that  an  informed 
decision  is  made  after  review  and  consideration  of  the 
potential  environmental  consequences. 

Compliance  with  NEPA  guidance  for  preparation  of  an  EIS 
involves  several  critical  steps  summarized  below. 

1 .  Announce  that  an  EIS  will  be  prepared.  For  this  EIS,  a 
Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  May  17,  2013. 

2.  Conduct  scoping.  This  is  the  first  major  step  in 
identifying  the  relevant  issues  to  be  analyzed  in  detail, 
and  to  eliminate  issues  that  are  not  relevant.  Scoping 
for  this  EIS  occurred  between  May  17  and  July  5, 

2013.  Throughout  the  scoping  period,  the  NGB  actively  solicited  public  comments  on 
the  proposal.  Information  related  to  the  proposal  has  been  disseminated  to  the  public 
through  several  avenues,  including  newspaper  advertisements,  public  service 
announcements,  a  project  website  (www.angkc46aeis.com),  and  periodic  fact  sheets. 

Executive  Order  (EO)  12372,  Intergovernmental  Review  of  Federal  Programs,  requires 
intergovernmental  notifications  prior  to  making  any  detailed  statement  of  environmental 
impacts.  Through  the  process  of  Interagency  and  Intergovernmental  Coordination  for 
Environmental  Planning,  the  proponent  must  notify  concerned  federal,  state,  and  local 
agencies  and  allow  them  sufficient  time  to  evaluate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  a 
Proposed  Action.  Comments  from  these  agencies  are  subsequently  incorporated  into  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  process.  Fetters  requesting  input  have  been  distributed  to 
federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  are  a  part  of  the  official  project  record.  Appendix  B 


Notice  of  Intent 
Published  in  Federal  Register 


Scoping  Period 


J-1  Tay  Scoping  ! 
Sco^jn  greireFi 


EIS  Timeline 

3 ! 


Notice  to  Proceed 


I  Opportunitie?!  for  Public  Involvement 


Preparation  of  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


4S-l>ay  Public  Cwmnenl  Perie^ 
Public  Hearings 


Preparation  of  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


30-Day  Waiting  Period 


Record  of  Decision 
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provides  a  list  of  relevant  federal,  state,  and  loeal  ageneies  as  well  as  sample  notifieation 
letters,  and  eomments  reeeived  during  the  seoping  period. 

On  November  27,  1999,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  promulgated  its  Annotated 
Ameriean  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  Policy,  which  emphasizes  the  importance  of 
respecting  and  consulting  with  tribal  governments  on  a  government-to-govemment  basis. 
This  Policy  requires  an  assessment,  through  consultation,  of  the  effect  of  proposed  DoD 
actions  that  may  have  the  potential  to  significantly  affect  protected  tribal  resources,  tribal 
rights,  and  Indian  lands  before  decisions  are  made  by  the  respective  services  (DoD 
American  Indian/ Alaska  Native  Policy),  as  does  DoD  Instruction  4710.02,  Interaction 
with  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  (September  14,  2006).  In  addition,  coordination  with 
federally  recognized  Native  American  tribes  must  occur  in  accordance  with  EO  13175, 
Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments.  Section  106 
consultation  and  government-to-government  consultation  for  this  project  continued 
throughout  the  duration  of  EIS  preparation.  NGB  has  initiated  government-to- 
government  consultation  with  federally-recognized  tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally, 
and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  in  recognition  of  the  tribes’  sovereignty  as 
nations.  This  consultation  also  provides  additional  information  and  is  used  for  Section 
106  consultation  (see  Appendix  B  for  example  letters  and  responses  received  from 
tribes). 

Concerns  and  comments  identified  during  the  scoping  process  have  been  included  in  the 
analyses,  as  appropriate.  Scoping  meetings  were  held  in  New  Egypt,  New  Jersey  and 
Moon  Township,  Pennsylvania  on  June  4;  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  and  Columbus, 
Ohio  on  June  6;  and  Topeka,  Kansas  on  June  20,  2013.  During  the  scoping  meetings,  the 
NGB  presented  details  about  the  proposal,  the  NEPA  process,  and  provided  an 
opportunity  for  public  and  agency  involvement.  In  addition  to  receiving  verbal  and 
written  comments  at  the  scoping  meeting,  the  NGB  has  also  accepted  written  comments 
from  the  public  and  agencies  through  U.S.  mail,  website,  and  email.  The  majority  of  the 
comments  received  during  the  official  comment  submittal  period  (17  May  to  5  July  2013) 
were  in  support  of  the  KC-46A  beddown  at  each  specific  location.  However,  there  were 
some  concerns  regarding  noise  impacts  and  aircraft  emissions.  To  the  extent  possible, 
scoping  comments  have  been  used  to  shape  the  analysis  and  focus  the  issues  in  this  EIS. 

3.  Prepare  a  Draft  EIS.  The  Draft  EIS  is  a  comprehensive  document  for  public  and  agency 
review.  The  Draft  EIS  describes  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives;  presents  the  existing  conditions  in  the  region  potentially  affected;  and 
provides  analysis  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
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alternatives,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  Draft  EIS  was  distributed  to 
agencies,  regional  libraries,  and  members  of  the  public  who  requested  copies. 

4.  Public/Agency  Review.  There  was  a  45-day  public  comment  period  following  the  Notice 
of  Availability  (NOA)  for  the  Draft  EIS,  which  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
Eebruary  7,  2014.  This  initiated  the  public  comment  period,  and  public  hearings  were 
held  at  each  alternative  location.  During  the  public  hearings,  the  NGB  presented  details 
about  the  proposal,  the  NEPA  process,  and  provided  attendees  an  opportunity  to  provide 
written  and/or  oral  comments.  In  addition  to  receiving  verbal  and  written  comments  at 
the  hearings,  the  NGB  also  accepted  written  comments  from  the  public  and  agencies 
through  U.S.  mail,  website,  and  email.  All  substantive  comments  received  during  the 
public  comment  period  have  been  fully  considered  and  addressed  in  the  Einal  EIS,  as 
appropriate.  Written  comments  submitted  at  the  public  hearing  and  those  received  via 
other  means  were  given  equal  consideration  in  the  preparation  of  the  Einal  EIS. 

Generally,  substantive  comments  are  regarded  as  those  comments  that  challenge  the 
analysis,  methodologies,  or  information  in  the  Draft  EIS  as  being  factually  inaccurate  or 
analytically  inadequate;  that  identify  impacts  not  analyzed  or  develop  and  evaluate 
reasonable  alternatives  or  feasible  mitigations  not  considered  by  the  agency;  or  that  offer 
specific  information  that  may  have  a  bearing  on  the  decision,  such  as  differences  in 
interpretations  of  significance  or  of  scientific  or  technical  conclusions.  Non-substantive 
comments,  which  do  not  require  an  agency  response,  are  generally  considered  those 
comments  that  express  a  conclusion,  an  opinion,  or  a  vote  for  or  against  the  proposal 
itself,  or  some  aspect  of  it;  that  state  a  position  for  or  against  a  particular  alternative;  or 
that  otherwise  state  a  personal  preference  or  opinion. 

5.  Prepare  a  Final  EIS.  The  Einal  EIS  has  been  prepared  following  the  public  comment 
period  and  includes  all  written  comments  and  verbal  testimony  from  public  and  agency 
reviewers  during  the  public  hearing  and  the  comment  period.  The  Einal  EIS  has  been 
revised  to  reflect  public  and  agency  comments,  the  proponent’s  responses,  and  additional 
information  received  from  reviewers.  The  Einal  EIS  provides  the  decision-maker  with  a 
comprehensive  review  of  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  selecting  any  of 
the  alternatives  carried  forward  for  detailed  analysis.  A  NOA  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  to  announce  availability  of  the  Einal  EIS. 

6.  Issue  a  Record  of  Decision.  The  final  step  in  the  NEPA  process  is  approval  of  the  Record 
of  Decision  (ROD).  After  the  NOA  is  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  there  is  a  30- 
day  waiting  period  before  the  ROD  is  signed.  The  ROD  will  identify  the  action  that  has 
been  selected  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce  and  what  management  actions  or  other 
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measures  would  be  earned  out  to  reduee,  where  possible,  adverse  impaets  to  the 
environment. 

1.6  Lead  and  Cooperating  Agencies 

The  role  of  a  federal  ageney  in  the  NEPA  proeess  depends  on  the  agency’s  expertise  and 
relationship  to  the  proposed  undertaking.  The  agency  carrying  out  the  proposed  action  is 
responsible  for  complying  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA.  In  some  cases,  there  may  be  more 
than  one  federal  agency  involved  in  an  undertaking.  In  this  situation,  a  lead  agency  is  designated 
to  supervise  preparation  of  the  environmental  analysis.  Eederal  agencies,  together  with  state, 
tribal,  or  local  agencies,  may  act  as  joint  lead  agencies.  The  NGB  and  USAE  are  the  proponents 
for  this  proposal  and  are  the  responsible  agencies  for  preparation  of  the  EIS.  As  defined  in  40 
CFR  §  1508.5,  a  cooperating  agency  is  “any  Eederal  agency  other  than  a  lead  agency  that  has 
jurisdiction  by  law  or  special  expertise  with  respect  to  any  environmental  impact  involved  in  a 
proposal  (or  a  reasonable  alternative)  for  legislation  or  other  major  Eederal  action  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  A  state  or  local  agency  of  similar  qualifications, 
or  when  the  effects  are  on  a  reservation,  an  Indian  Tribe  may,  by  agreement  with  the  lead 
agency,  become  a  cooperating  agency.”  No  cooperating  agencies  have  been  identified  for  this 
EIS. 


1.7  Organization  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Chapter  2  describes  the  Proposed  Action  and  reasonable  alternatives,  including  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  and  the  alternative  selection  process.  Chapter  3  is  organized  by  each  of  the  five 
alternative  bases  and  presents  the  environmental  baseline  conditions  at  each  base.  Chapter  4  is 
also  organized  by  each  of  the  five  action  alternatives  as  well  as  the  No  Action  alternative,  and 
presents  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  any  of  the 
alternatives.  Chapter  5  identifies  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the 
regional  context  of  each  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  and  describes  potential  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  in  combination  with  these  other  regional  actions  at  each 
alternative  base.  Chapter  6  lists  the  references  cited  in  the  document.  Chapter  7  lists  those 
agencies,  organizations,  and  persons  that  were  contacted  during  the  preparation  of  this  EIS. 
Chapter  8  contains  the  list  of  preparers  and  contributors.  In  addition  to  the  main  text,  the 
following  appendices  are  included  in  this  document:  Appendix  A,  Resource  Definitions  and 
Methodologies;  Appendix  B,  Correspondence;  Appendix  C,  Background  Information  for  the 
Noise  Analysis;  Appendix  D,  Air  Quality;  and  Appendix  E,  Special  Status  Species  Eists. 
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CHAPTER  2 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND 
ALTERNATIVES 


2.1  Proposed  Action 

2.1.1  Overview  of  the  Proposed  Action 

The  USAF  has  a  requirement  to  provide  refueling  aircraft  that  will  be  equipped  with  major 
technological  improvements  designed  to  enhance  operations  and  increase  mission  effectiveness. 
The  NGB  proposes  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations:  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas;  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey;  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 
Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  or  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio.  Additionally,  one  active  duty 
associate  unit  would  be  integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment,  enabling  joint  training 
and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.  Furthermore,  the  NGB  would 
implement  construction  projects  associated  with  the  aircraft  beddown  at  the  selected  installation. 
Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  selected 
installation  would  either  be  relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  retired  out  of  the  USAF 
inventory. 

As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 
selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action.  The  proposed  beddown  is 
estimated  to  begin  in  FY  2018  for  the  NGB,  and  construction  is  estimated  to  begin  in  FY  2015. 
Although  proposed  construction  is  necessary  for  the  long-term  viability  of  the  beddown,  aircraft 
operations  with  the  KC-46A  could  begin  prior  to  implementation  of  the  construction. 

2.1.2  Requirements  of  the  Proposed  Action 

2. 1 .2. 1  Aircraft  Beddown/Transition 

The  KC-46A  is  planned  to  eventually  replace  existing  USAF  KC-135s.  The  NGB  proposes  to 
begin  this  process  by  replacing  the  aircraft  at  the  selected  location  with  12  KC-46A  operational 
aircraft  (regardless  of  how  many  aircraft  are  currently  at  the  alternative  location).  It  is  estimated 
that  the  12  KC-46A  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  selected  location  beginning  in  FY  2018. 
The  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  selected  location  would  either  be  relocated  to  another 
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installation  and/or  would  be  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory.  The  relocation/retirement 
actions  would  be  evaluated  under  NEPA,  as  appropriate. 

2. 1 .2.2  Facility  and  Infrastructure  Requirements 

While  basing  the  KC-46A  would  require  certain  facilities  and  infrastructure  to  support  necessary 
training  and  operational  requirements,  utilizing  existing  infrastructure  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  comprises  a  fundamental  basis  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Where  existing  facilities  and 
infrastructure  cannot  meet  the  needs  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  NGB  would  implement 
construction  of  necessary  new  and/or  renovated  infrastructure  and  facilities  at  the  selected 
alternative  installation.  The  type  of  construction  needed  would  vary  by  installation  and  is 
detailed  further  in  each  respective  installation  Sections  2.3.1  through  2.3.5. 

Facility  requirements  include; 

•  Squadron  Operations  Facility  - 
Necessary  for  daily  operational 
activities. 

•  Flight  Simulator/Boom  Operator 
Training  Facility  -  Major  aircrew 
training  devices  required  for  a  12  PAA 
KC-46A  aircrew  continuation  training 
program  include  one  Flight  Simulator, 
one  Boom  Operator  Trainer,  and  a 
Fuselage  Trainer. 

•  Academic  Training  Facility  (ANG  uses 
Reserve  Forces  general  purpose  training 
areas)  -  Space  is  necessary  to  provide 
space  for  classroom  training  and 
brief/debrief  areas. 

•  Aircrew  Flight  Equipment  Facility  (ANG 
incorporates  this  facility  with  Squadron 
Operations)  -  Aircraft  equipment  and 
mobility  bins  are  best  suited  to  be 
located  at  or  near  a  flightline  entry 
control  point. 


•  Vehicle  Operations  Administration  and 
Maintenance  Shop 

•  Command  Post  -  an  adequate 
operational,  administrative,  and  training 
office  space  with  the  ability  to  discuss 
up  to  and  including  Top  Secret,  and 
perform  daily  and  contingency  C2 
duties. 

•  Maintenance  Hangar 

•  Corrosion  Control/Wash  Rack  Facility 

•  Fuel  System  Maintenance  Hangar 

•  Parking  Ramp  for  a  minimum  of  eight 
KC-46A  parking  spots 

•  Aircraft  General  Purpose  Shops 

•  Maintenance  Training  Facility 

•  Aerospace  Ground  Equipment  (AGE) 
Shop 

•  Supply  Warehousing 

•  Aerial  Port  Cargo  Facility/Processing 
yard 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


2-2 


Chapter  2  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Final  -  June  2014 


2. 1.2. 3  Personnel  Changes 

The  KC-46A  would  provide  substantial  expanded  capabilities  with  only  minor  overall  changes  in 
military  personnel;  however,  the  mission  would  require  basing  sufficient  and  appropriate 
personnel  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Wing  and  to  provide  necessary  support  services.  In 
addition,  there  would  be  an  active  duty  associate  unit  based  with  the  selected  MOB  2  alternative 
installation.  The  number  of  personnel  would  vary  by  installation  and  is  detailed  further  in  each 
respective  installation  Sections  2.3.1  through  2.3.5. 

2. 1.2.4  KC-46A  Operations 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  12  PAA  KC-46A 
aircraft  would  fly  670  hours  per  aircraft,  per  year,  for  a 
total  of  8,040  hours  annually.  Because  this  is  a  new 
aircraft  flying  with  a  combination  of  ANG  and  associate 
active  duty  personnel,  a  uniform  distribution  of  flying 
hours  was  assumed  for  each  alternative.  This  is 
considered  a  conservative  estimate  and  any  deviation 
from  this  would  likely  be  fewer  hours  flown.  Thus, 
with  an  average  sortie  duration  (ASD)  of  4.0  hours,  the 
KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  2,010  sorties  annually.  The 
2,010  annual  sorties  would  be  flown  at  a  combination  of 
the  unit’s  home-station  as  well  as  off-station  airfields, 
where  they  are  able  to  train  in  a  different  setting  than 
their  home-station.  As  discussed  in  Section  2.3,  each  of 
the  five  alternative  installations  currently  fly  a  different 
number  of  airfield  operations  per  sortie,  as  well  as  a 
different  percent  of  home-station/off-station  operations. 

In  developing  the  analysis  for  each  installation,  the 
installations’  unique  ratio  of  airfield  operations  was  assumed  to  remain  the  same  into  the  future, 
as  were  the  percent  of  home-station/off-station  operations.  This  resulted  in  a  range  of  home- 
station  airfield  operations  across  the  five  action  alternatives.  Further,  it  is  recognized  that  there 
is  a  recent  trend  toward  an  increasing  use  of  flight  simulators,  which  can  reduce  the  number  of 
hours  flown.  However,  without  a  clear  definition  in  the  use  of  the  simulator  as  opposed  to  actual 
airfield  operations,  the  full  8,040  flying  hour  program  has  been  analyzed  for  each  action 
alternative.  No  changes  are  proposed  to  airfield  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight 
profiles,  and  use  of  runways  from  those  that  are  currently  performed  with  the  KC-135  at  each 
MOB  2  location.  Any  existing  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed. 


Common  Operational  Terms 

Sortie:  refers  to  a  single  military  aireraft 
from  take-off  through  final  landing,  and 
everything  that  might  be  eondueted 
during  that  flying  mission.  A  sortie  will 
always  inelude  more  than  one  operation. 

Operation:  this  term  ean  apply  to  both 
airfield  and  airspaee  aetivities.  At  an 
airfield,  an  operation  eonsists  of  a  single 
aetion  sueh  as  a  take-off,  or  a  landing 
(i.e.,  two  operations).  For  airspaee  and 
ranges,  an  operation  eonsists  of  the  use  of 
one  airspaee  unit  (e.g.,  Military 
Operations  Area  [MOA],  Air  Refueling 
Traek)  by  one  aireraft.  Eaeh  time  a 
single  aireraft  flies  into  a  different 
airspaee  unit,  one  operation  is  eounted. 
During  a  single  sortie,  an  aircraft  could 
fly  in  several  airspace  units,  and  conduct 
a  number  of  operations;  therefore,  the 
number  of  operations  exceeds  the  number 
of  sorties. 
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Under  the  Proposed  Aetion,  there  would  be  some 
increases  in  the  frequency  of  use  and  number  of 
operations  conducted  in  the  airspace  currently  used  by  the 
KC-135,  depending  on  the  increase  of  sorties  over  the 
current  baseline  at  each  alternative  installation  (described 
in  more  detail  in  Sections  2.3.1  through  2.3.5).  The 
KC-46A  would  use  the  same  airspace  currently  used  by 
the  selected  installation,  with  no  new  airspace  required  to 
support  the  mission.  The  types  of  airspace  used  would 
consist  of  published  air  refueling  tracks,  Anchors, 

Warning  Areas,  and  Military  Operations  Areas  (MOAs). 

These  are  found  in  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD) 

AP/IB,  Flight  Information  Publication,  and  Area 
Plaiming  documents.  All  air  refueling  is  accomplished 
above  10,000  feet  mean  sea  level  (MSL),  although  some 
MOAs  are  approved  for  lower  altitude  flight  for  training 
not  involving  air  refueling.  While  a  large  percentage  of 
air  refueling  occurs  close  to  the  home-station  airfield, 

KC-135  aircraft  refuel  in  other  refueling  tracks  and 
Warning  Areas  located  throughout  the  U.S.  Under  the 
Proposed  Action,  the  KC-46A  would  use  the  airspace  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  KC-135  aircraft.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  and 
conduct  flight  operations  similar  to  the  existing  KC-135 
aircraft;  therefore,  detailed  analysis  of  airspace  will  not  be  conducted  in  this  EIS. 

2,2  Narrowing  Process  for  Alternative  Bases 

As  previously  described,  the  NGB  is  programmed  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  PAA  KC-46A 
aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative  locations.  Identification  and  analysis  of  alternatives  is  one  of 
the  core  elements  of  the  environmental  process  under  NEPA  and  the  USAE’s  implementing 
regulations.  The  NGB  may  expressly  eliminate  alternatives  from  detailed  analysis  based  on 
reasonable  selection  standards  (32  CER  989.8(c)).  Based  on  extensive  analysis  by  the  USAE 
operations  community,  a  siting  study  was  conducted  to  determine  the  specific  requirements  for 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  to  identify  potential  military  installations  where  this 
beddown  could  occur,  hollowing  this  study,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eorce  and  the  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  Air  Eorce  approved  selection  criteria  for  the  KC-46A  beddown. 


Air  Refueling  Airspace  Terms 

Air  refueling  tracks:  Published  linear 
routes  identified  on  air  navigation  charts 
that  define  the  flight  path  used  by  aircraft 
when  refueling  other  aircraft.  For  fixed 
wing  aircraft,  this  generally  occurs  above 
10,000  feet  MSL. 

Anchors:  Air  refueling  tracks  that  go  in 
a  race-track  shape  (i.e.,  loop). 

Warning  Areas:  A  warning  area  is 
airspace  of  defined  dimensions, 
extending  from  3  nautical  miles  outward 
from  the  coast  of  the  United  States, 
containing  activity  that  may  be  hazardous 
to  non-participating  aircraft.  The  purpose 
of  such  areas  is  to  warn  non-participating 
pilots  of  the  potential  danger.  A  warning 
area  may  be  located  over  domestic  or 
international  waters  or  both.  The 
airspace  is  designated  with  a  “W” 
followed  by  a  number  (e.g.,  W-237). 

Military  Operations  Area  (MO  A): 

Airspace  below  18,000  feet  mean  sea 
level  (MSL)  established  to  separate 
military  activities  from  Instrument  Flight 
Rule  (IFR)  traffic  and  to  identify  where 
these  activities  are  conducted  for  the 
benefit  of  pilots  using  Visual  Flight  Rule 
(VFR). 
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In  general,  the  USAF  uses  the  Strategie  Basing  proeess  outlined  in  AFI  10-503  (2010)  to  select 
locations  to  beddown  USAF  missions.  The  process  begins  by  identifying  all  the  installations  that 
could  reasonably  support  a  given  mission.  This  enterprise  of  installations  is  then  evaluated  using 
objective  criteria  to  screen  the  top  candidate  installations.  Major  Command-led  site  surveys  are 
then  conducted  at  each  alternative  location  to  determine  if  the  installation  could  reasonably 
support  the  mission  in  question.  The  Strategic  Basing  Executive  Steering  Group  oversees  the 
process  and  reports  findings  directly  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
Air  Force.  This  process  was  mandated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  ensure  basing 
decisions  were  made  using  a  deliberate,  standardized,  and  repeatable  process.  The  KC-46A 
basing  decision  followed  this  general  basing  process. 

In  September  2011,  Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC)  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
the  Lead  Command  Intent  for  the  KC-46A.  This  Lead  Command  Intent  described  the  proposed 
basing  action  tenets,  force  structure  mix,  basing  timelines,  other  critical  information,  and  will 
ultimately  be  used  to  shape  and  inform  decisions  made  throughout  the  USAL  Strategic  Basing 
Process.  The  following  planning  conventions  were  derived  from  the  Lead  Command  Intent; 

1.  Identify  the  number  of  KC-46A  aircraft  scheduled  to  be  delivered  between  2014  and 
2018.  This  time  period  corresponded  to  the  DoD  Luture  Years  Defense  Program,  which 
is  the  program  and  financial  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  provides  a 
basis  for  USAL  planning.  Planning  beyond  this  time  period  is  speculative  due  to  the 
uncertainty  of  funding  availability. 

2.  Identify  the  number  of  KC-46A  aircraft  to  be  allocated  to  operations  based  on  then- 
current  national  strategic  considerations. 

3.  Determine  the  number  of  bases  capable  of  supporting  one  squadron  of  up  to  12  PAA. 
PAA  are  those  aircraft  assigned  to  meet  the  primary  aircraft  authorization  and  reflect  the 
number  of  aircraft  flown  by  a  unit  in  performance  of  its  mission. 

4.  Recognize  additional  factors  of  Plans  and  Guidance  and  Global  Positioning,  which 
include  strategic  considerations  but  do  not  provide  meaningful  distinction  among  bases 
for  USAL  training  within  the  U.S.  and  its  territories.  An  additional  Logistics 
Supportability  factor  equates  to  Boeing’s  support  capacity  set  forth  in  its  contract  with 
the  USAL.  This  factor  does  not  distinguish  among  bases  and  is  not  included  in  the 
identification  of  reasonable  MOB  2  beddown  alternatives. 

Consideration  of  the  planning  conventions  above  led  to  an  initial  screening  of  all  ANG 
installations  against  the  following  standards  for  the  MOB  2:  1)  A  runway  of  at  least  7,000  feet  in 
length,  2)  the  presence  of  an  ANG  Wing  on  the  installation,  and  3)  the  installation  had  to  be 
located  in  the  continental  United  States  (CONUS).  The  initial  screening  yielded  a  defined 
enterprise  of  83  candidate  installations  to  be  evaluated  for  the  MOB  2  beddown.  In  2012,  AMC 
presented  objective  screening  criteria  to  the  Strategic  Basing  Executive  Steering  Group  to  be 
used  in  the  identification  of  bases  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A.  The  approved  criteria  were 
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used  to  screen  the  enterprise  of  83  candidate  installations  to  identify  those  installations’  capacity 
to  successfully  support  the  MOB  2  mission.  The  objective  criteria  included  mission,  capacity, 
environmental  considerations,  and  cost  and  are  described  in  more  detail  below: 

Ability  to  meet  the  mission  requirements.  Under  this  criterion,  the  candidate  location  must  be 
within  reasonable  proximity  to  refueling  receiver  demand,  airfield  and  airspace  availability,  fuel 
system  capabilities,  and  must  have  the  potential  to  establish  an  association  with  an  active  duty 
unit. 

Capacity.  The  candidate  location  must  have  hangar  capacity;  runway  length  and  weight  bearing 
capacity;  ramp  space;  base  operation  support  capacity;  squadron  operations  facilities  with 
aircraft  maintenance  units;  aircrew,  maintenance,  and  fuselage  training  capabilities;  and  the 
necessary  communications  infrastructure. 

Environmental  Constraints.  The  candidate  location  must  be  able  to  demonstrate  conformity  with 
the  respective  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP),  meet  the  local  community’s  adoption  of  zoning 
or  other  land  use  controls  to  reduce  encroachment  and  preserve  the  base’s  flying  operations, 
waivers  or  absence  of  incompatible  development  in  the  clear  zone  (CZ)  and/or  accident  potential 
zone  (APZ),  and  have  an  absence  or  limited  amount  of  incompatible  development  within  noise 
contours  above  65-decibel  (dB)  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL). 

Cost.  Given  budgetary  constraints,  it  was  important  for  the  USAF  to  select  candidate  bases  that 
have  a  favorable  area  construction  factor  based  on  DoD  Facilities  Pricing  Guide,  dated  June 
2007  (DoD  2007),  as  updated  by  the  June  2009  draft  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Pricing 
Guide  (DoD  2009a). 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  considered  the  objective  screening  results  as  well  as  qualitative 
operational  factors  in  determining  the  alternative  installations  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  mission. 
These  military  judgment  factors  included: 

•  Plans  and  Guidance 

•  Global  and  Regional  Coverage 

•  Combatant  Commander  Support 

•  Total  Force 

•  Beddown  Timing 

•  Force  Structure 

•  Training  Requirements  and  Efficiencies 

•  Logistic  Supportability 

•  Resources/Budgeting 
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The  Strategic  Basing  Process  described  above  resulted  in  the  identification  of  five  alternative 
bases  for  consideration. 

•  Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas 

•  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Flampshire 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio 

2,3  Action  Alternatives  Carried  Forward 

This  section  describes  the  specific  requirements  of  the  beddown  of  one  squadron  of  12  KC-46A 
aircraft  at  each  of  the  five  alternative  installations. 

2.3.1  Alternative  #1  -  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

2. 3. 1.1  Background 

Forbes  ANGS,  home  of  the  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing  (190 
ARW)  of  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG),  is 
located  approximately  5  miles  south  of  Topeka  in  Shawnee 
County,  Kansas  (Figure  2.3-1).  The  190  ARW  base  is 
situated  on  the  northwest  side  of  Forbes  Field  Airport,  a 
municipal  airport  owned  and  operated  by  Metropolitan 
Topeka  Airport  Authority  (MTAA).  The  190  ARW  holds  a 
lease  with  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  for  the  installation 
property  with  a  termination  date  of  2057.  The  installation 
occupies  approximately  216  acres. 

2. 3. 1.2  Mission 

The  190  ARW  of  the  KS  ANG  is  a  tenant  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  in  Topeka,  Kansas.  The  190  ARW  is  tasked  with  providing  air-to-air  refueling  and  airlift 
capabilities  for  DoD  assets  worldwide.  The  190  ARW  also  supports  state  emergency  missions. 
The  190  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  12  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  190  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 
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2. 3. 1.3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  190  ARW  would  convert  from  12  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135 
Backup  Aerospace  Vehicle  Inventory  (BAI)  to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Coneurrent  with  the  beddown 
of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Forbes  ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated 
to  other  installations  or  retired  out  of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of 
each  particular  aircraft.  Separate  NEPA  documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft 
relocated  to  other  installations. 

2. 3. 1.4  Airfield  Operations 

Forbes  Field  Airport  has  two  runways;  Runway  13/31  is  12,802  feet  long  and  200  feet  wide  and 
Runway  03/21  is  7,001  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide  (AirNav  2013a). 

The  190  ARW  eurrently  flies  1,478  sorties  annually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  946  of  these  sorties  were  flown  from  Forbes  Field  Airport,  or  64  percent  of 
the  total  annual  sorties  flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S. 
and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  operational  data  collected  for 
2012  indicates  that  the  190  ARW  aecounted  for  10,452  airfield  operations,  with  an  average  of  1 1 
airfield  operations  per  sortie  (Table  2.3-1). 


Table  2,3-1,  Current  190  ARW  KC-135  Operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night' 

Day 

Night' 

Day  Night' 

Total' 

1  KC-135 

4,541 

685 

4,390 

836 

8,931  1,521 

10,452  1 

Notes:  1 .  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

Source:  FAA  2012a. 


Following  the  aireraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #1,  the  KC-46A  aireraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties  annually,  64 
pereent  of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Forbes  ANGS).  Thus,  it  is  expected 
that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  annually  under  this  alternative. 
This  would  be  an  increase  of  36  pereent  over  the  946  home-station  sorties  identified  in  2012  (it  is 
assumed  that  the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would 
be  flown  at  Forbes  ANGS  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,286  annual  home-station  sorties 
and  an  average  of  11.32  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  14,562  annual  home-station 
operations,  or  an  additional  4,110  airfield  operations  annually  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  (Table 
2.3-2).  This  would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  40.2  to  56.0  (Table  2.3-3). 
There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,  and 
use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section 
4.1.1,  Noise). 
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Table  2,3-2,  Proposed  190  ARW  KC-46A  Operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Nighf 

Total‘ 

1  KC-46A 

6,322 

959 

6,118 

1,163 

12,440 

2,122 

14,562  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 


2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Table  2,3-3,  Changes  to  190  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft^ 


Unit 

Total  Based  KC-135 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 
Proposed  KC-46A 
Operations 
(Percent  Increase) 

190  ARW 

10,452 

14,562 

4,110 

(40.2) 

(56.0) 

(39.3%) 

Note:  1.  Yearly  operations  for  Forbes  are  based  on  a  5-day  flying  week,  or  260  days/year. 


2. 3. 1.5  Airspace  Operations 

The  190  ARW  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  receiver 
aireraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  190  ARW  are  described  in  Table  2.3-4.  Under 
Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  a  ehange  to  the  frequency  of  use  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in 
the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver  aireraft  (on- 
loading  fuel)  and  would  use  the  existing  air  refueling  traeks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to  the 
normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the  airspace  for 
each  sortie  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change  in  any  of  the 
airspace  deseribed. 
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Table  2,3-4,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  190  ARW^ 


Minutes  in 

Annual  Sortie 

Airspace  Unit 

Current  Aircraft 

Airspace  for 

Average 

Operations 

Altitude  Floor  and  Ceiling 

Proposed  Aircraft 

Each  Sortie 

KIAS^ 

Current 

Proposed 

AR  116 

12,000-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

55 

275 

100 

136 

AR330 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL190-FL220 

KC-46A 

AR  406H 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL  260-290 

KC-46A 

AR  406L 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL200-FL220 

KC-46A 

AR  406H 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL260-FL280 

KC-46A 

AR  110 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL240-FL270 

KC-46A 

112 

FL240-FL310 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

55 

275 

100 

136 

AR  105 

KC-135 

55 

275 

100 

136 

FL190-FL330 

KC-46A 

Eureka  MOA 

R5502 

KC-135 

30 

315 

100 

136 

6,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI  FL 
180 

KC-46A 

Bison  MOA 

1,000  feet  MSL 

UTBNI  FLI80 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

100 

136 

Truman  MOA 

5,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI 
FL180 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

100 

136 

HOG  HI  MOA 

6,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI 
FLI80 

KC-  135 
KC-46A 

30 

315 

100 

136 

Notes:  1 .  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  190  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 

2.  Annual  sortie  operations  are  the  number  of  times  air  refueling  track/MOA  is  scheduled  to  be  used  by  unit. 
KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  FL  =  Flight  Level;  MOA  =  military  operations  area;  UTBNI  =  up  to,  but  not 
including;  MSL  =  mean  sea  level. 
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2.3.1 .6  Construction  Required 

Under  Alternative  #1,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  190  ARW  installation 
at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  Kansas;  the  190  ARW  would  also  implement  construction  projects  for 
that  conversion  (Table  2.3-5).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with  standards 
set  forth  in  ANG  Flandbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012).  Anti- 
Terrorism/Force  Proteetion  (AT/FP)  requirements  also  would  be  ineorporated.  Proposed 
facilities  would  be  sited  approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-2.  The  preeise  layout  and  design 
of  proposed  faeilities  is  in  the  early  planning  stages;  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not 
finalized.  Should  loeations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those 
anticipated  and  depicted  herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these 
projects  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the  following  sections. 


Table  2,3-5,  Proposed  190  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  (Option  1)  -  Addition  to  Hangar  662  | 

This  project  would  include  the  construction  of  two  additions  totaling 
11,657  SF  to  Flangar  662  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft,  Fuel  Cell  Flangar,  Maintenance 
Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

11,657 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #1  (Option  2)  -  Addition  to  Hangar  662  | 

This  project  would  involve  a  5,847  SF  addition  to  include  a 
Maintenance  Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  Boom  Operator 
Trainer,  and  Fuselage  Trainer 

5,847 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #2  (Option  1)  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  665  | 

1  Renovate  the  building  interior  to  include  a  Fuselage  Trainer. 

0 

0 

FY  2015  1 

1  Project  #2  (Option  2)  -  Addition  to  Hangar  665  | 

This  project  would  include  a  18,985  SF  addition  to  the  Fuel  Cell 
Hangar  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized  hangar  for  the  new 
KC-46A  aircraft. 

18,985 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Building  679  | 

This  project  would  reallocate  space  within  the  building  for  aircrew 
flight  equipment.  No  modifications  would  be  necessary  for  squadron 
operation,  base  operations,  and  command  post. 

0 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #4  (Option  1  and  2)  -  Pave  Apron  /Hydrants  and  Airfield  Hold  Ramp^  | 

This  project  would  include  the  repair  of  pavement  over  the  hydrant 
system  and  apron  pavement  between  the  hangars  ( 1 84,820  SF). 

184,820 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #4  (Option  2)  -  Pave  Apron /Hydrants  and  Airfield  Hold  Ramp  | 

This  project  would  include  repavement  of  approximately  42,687  SF 
of  the  airfield  hold  ramp  off  the  second  runway  as  well  as  the 
184,820  SF  addition  described  above. 

227,507 

0 

FY  2015 

Total 

258,149' 

0 

Notes:  1 .  Two  options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  these  projects.  Only  one  of  these  options  would  be  implemented. 

2.  The  total  construction  footprint  includes  only  the  project  option  that  has  the  greatest  footprint  of  each  of  the  options 


so  as  to  represent  the  most  conservative  (highest  amount)  facility  footprint  given  the  multiple  options  possible. 
SF=square  feet;  FY  =  fiscal  year 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


2-12 


Chapter  2  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


Final  -  June  2014 


Meters 


Feet 


600 


Figure  2,3-2,  Construction  Associated  with 
Alternative  #1,  Forbes  ANGS 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  beddown  would  require  the  190  ARW  to  ensure  its 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  The  Forbes  ANGS  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of  facilities  to 
support  this  beddown  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the  requirements 
identified  in  Section  2. 1.2. 2.  However,  some  functional  areas  require  modification.  Two 
construction  scenarios  are  under  consideration.  Under  Option  1,  two  buildings  would  be 
renovated  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  maintenance,  fuel  cell.  Weapons  System  Trainer,  Boom 
Operator  Trainer,  and  Fuselage  Trainer.  Minor  adaptations  would  be  made  to  a  third  building  to 
accommodate  aircrew  flight  equipment.  This  option  assumes  Sustainment,  Restoration,  and 
Modernization  execution  of  pre-existing  ramp  and  primary  runway  repairs.  No  changes  to  fuel 
hydrants  and  fuel  lines  would  be  required  on  the  parking  apron  under  this  option.  Under  Option 
2,  two  buildings  would  be  renovated;  Hangar  662,  the  Maintenance  Hangar,  would  be  modified 
to  house  the  Maintenance  Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  Boom  Operator  Trainer,  and  the 
Fuselage  Trainer.  Hangar  665,  the  Fuel  Cell  Hangar,  would  be  modified  to  house  the  Fuel  Cell 
Hangar.  Concrete  pavements  directly  over  the  existing  hydrant  systems  would  be  repaired  and 
the  ramp  would  be  re-striped.  Pavement  would  be  added  to  the  airfield  hold  ramp  off  the  second 
runway.  The  hydrant  system  would  be  maintained  in  its  current  state. 

The  projects  described  would  incorporate  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design 
(EEED)  and  sustainable  development  concepts.  This  would  achieve  optimum  resource 
efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse 
impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all  phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may 
result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing  standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in 
higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  offset  with  lower  life  cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC  2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable 
laws  and  EOs. 

Addition  to  Hangar  662 

A  minimum  of  one  Euel  Cell  Hangar  is  required  to  support  the 
maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A.  Additionally,  a 
minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to  support 
the  maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A.  Hangars  provide 
an  environmentally  controlled  area  to  perform  maintenance  on 
vital  components  of  the  aircraft  system.  The  KC-46A  is  a 
military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and 
has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135,  thus  requiring 
slightly  larger  hangars.  Hangar  662  would  be  modified  to 
meet  KC-46A  requirements.  One  of  two  options  could  occur 
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to  satisfy  these  requirements.  Option  1  would  house  the  maintenanee  shops  and  safety  systems 
required  to  perform  fuel  systems  maintenance  including  pressure  checks  and  inspections. 
Aircraft  hangar  space  for  on-aircraft  open  fuel  cell  maintenance  would  be  provided.  Interior 
modifications  also  would  be  made  to  house  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  Boom 
Operator  Trainer.  Option  1  would  include  the  construction  of  two  additions  totaling  11,657 
square  feet  (SF).  Option  2  would  provide  space  for  a 
Maintenance  Hangar,  Weapons  System  Trainer,  Boom 
Operator  Trainer,  and  the  Fuselage  Trainer.  Option  2  would 
include  the  construction  of  a  5,847  SF  addition. 

Modify  Hangar  665 

Space  would  be  required  for  housing  the  various  KC-46A 
simulators  and  maintenance  functions.  One  of  two  options 
could  occur  to  satisfy  this  requirement.  Option  1  includes 
internal  renovations  to  Hangar  665  to  house  the  KC-46A 
Fuselage  Trainer.  Option  2  includes  internal  renovations  and 
the  construction  of  an  18,985  SF  addition  to  Hangar  665  to 
accommodate  aircraft  fuel  cell  maintenance. 

Modify  Building  679 

Building  679  was  recently  renovated;  however,  areas  within 
the  building  would  need  minor  interior  modifications  to  house 
Aircrew  Flight  Equipment. 

Pave  Aprons/Hydrant  Areas  and  Airfield  Hold  Area 

The  pavement  conditions,  such  as  thickness  and  strength  of 
the  hydrant  and  aircraft  apron  areas,  are  important  factors  in 
avoiding  damage  to  the  KC-46A  and/or  to  the  airfield 
pavement.  One  of  two  options  could  occur  under  Alternative 
#1  to  satisfy  the  pavement  requirements.  Under  both  Option  1 
and  Option  2,  this  project  would  replace  the  concrete  over  the 
hydrant  system  and  apron  areas  in  the  quad;  the  concrete  in 
these  areas  currently  is  rated  as  in  ‘poor’  condition.  Under 
Option  2,  a  42,687  SF  area  of  the  Airfield  Hold  Area  would  also  be  repaved.  Under  both 
options,  this  project  would  add  pavement  to  the  airfield  hold  ramp  off  the  secondary  runway. 
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2. 3. 1.7  Personnel  Changes 

The  190  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,242  personnel  (Table  2.3-6).  Under  this  alternative,  the 
KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  194  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning 
requirement  at  Forbes  ANGS  (approximately  a  16  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes 
to  authorized  personnel  under  this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-6. 


Table  2,3-6,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  190  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

78 

78 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)* 

297 

310 

13 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

28 

28 

0 

Subtotal 

403 

615 

212 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

839 

821 

-18 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,242 

1,436 

194 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

945 

1,126 

181 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 

2,3,2  Alternative  #2  -  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

2.3.2. 1  Background 

JB  MDL,  home  of  the  108*  Wing  (108  WG)  of 
the  New  Jersey  Air  National  Guard  (NJ  ANG),  is 
located  in  central  New  Jersey,  spanning  more  than 
20  miles  with  more  than  42,000  contiguous  acres 
(see  Figure  2.3-3).  The  base  is  located  18  miles 
southeast  of  Trenton,  45  miles  east  of 
Philadelphia,  50  miles  south  of  New  York  City, 
and  14  miles  inland  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  JB  MDL  is  located  in  Ocean  and  Burlington 
Counties.  The  108  WG  installation  is  situated  on  the  northwest  side  of  McGuire  Field  within  JB 
MDL.  The  108  WG  holds  an  indefinite  lease  with  JB  MDL  for  the  installation  property.  Within 
Chapters  3  and  4,  various  resources  discuss  either  JB  MDL  or  McGuire  Field,  based  on  the 
region  of  influence  (ROl)  for  each  particular  resource. 
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23.2.2  Mission 

The  mission  of  the  108  WG  is  to  provide  support  for  federal,  state,  and  community  interests  by 
providing  timely  worldwide  air  refueling,  airlift,  and  support  forces;  protecting  life  and  property; 
and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  public  safety.  The  108  WG  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight 
KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  108  WG  include  aircraft  fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground  vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground 
vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion 
control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and 
wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

2. 3.2. 3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  108  WG  would  convert  from  8  KC-135  PAA  and  1  KC-135  BAl  to  12 
KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  JB  MDL,  the  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out  of  the  USAF 
inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate  NEPA 
documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft  relocated  to  other  installations. 

2. 3. 2.4  Airfield  Operations 

McGuire  Field  has  two  runways;  Runway  06/24  is  10,014  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide  and 
Runway  18/36  is  150  feet  wide  and  7,126  feet  long  (JB  MDL  2013a). 

The  108  WG  currently  flies  1,112  sorties  annually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
Air  Traffic  Control  counts,  834  of  these  sorties  were  flown  from  McGuire  Field,  or  75  percent  of 
the  total  annual  sorties  flown  (108  WG  2013a).  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other 
airfields  in  the  U.S.  and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield 
operational  data  collected  from  2012  indicates  that  the  108  WG  accounted  for  8,340  annual 
operations  with  an  average  of  10  operations  per  sortie  (Table  2.3-7)  (108  WG  2013a). 
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Table  2,3-7,  Current  108  WG  KC-135  Operations  at  McGuire  Field 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

1  KC-135 

3,346 

815 

3,325 

854 

6,671 

1,669 

8,340  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 
2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Source:  108  WG  2013a. 

Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  annual  sorties,  75  percent  of 
which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (McGuire  Field).  Thus,  it  is  expected  that  up  to 
1,508  sorties  would  be  flown  at  McGuire  Field.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  81  percent  over  the 
baseline  834  sorties  identified  in  the  McGuire  Field  Noise  Study  (it  is  assumed  that  the  same 
percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at  McGuire 
Field  under  this  alternative)  (JB  MDL  2013a).  Based  on  1,508  annual  home-station  sorties  and 
an  average  of  1 1.68  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  17,608  annual  home-station  operations, 
or  an  additional  9,268  airfield  operations  annually  at  McGuire  Field  (Table  2.3-8).  This  would 
increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  22.9  to  48.2  (Table  2.3-9).  There  would  be  no 
changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise 
abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4.2.1,  Noise). 


Table  2,3-8,  Proposed  108  WG  KC-46A  Operations  at  McGuire  Field 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day  Night 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

KC-46A 

8,047  764 

7,863 

934 

15,910 

1,698 

17,608 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 
2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Table  2,3-9,  Changes  to  108  WG  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Proposed  KC-46A 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

Operations 

Unit 

Operations) 

Operations) 

(Percent  Increase) 

108  WG 

8,340 

17,608 

9,268 

(22.9) 

(48.2) 

(111.1%) 

2. 3. 2. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  108  WG  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  the  receiver 
aircraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  108  WG  are  described  in  Table  2.3-10.  Under 
Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  an  increase  to  the  frequency  of  use  of  the  associated  airspace  due 
to  the  proposed  increase  in  the  number  of  sorties  conducted  annually.  The  KC-46A  will  also 
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have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver  aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  would  use  the  existing 
air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading 
fuel).  Currently,  approximately  80  percent  of  the  sorties  flown  from  McGuire  Field  conduct  air 
refueling  training  using  the  tracks  found  in  Table  2.3-10.  There  would  be  an  increase  of  5,400 
air  refueling  operations  spread  over  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  currently  used  by  the  108 
WG.  The  increase  would  range  from  a  maximum  annual  increase  of  88  air  refueling  operations 
on  the  AR  777  track,  to  the  smallest  increase  of  4  air  refueling  operations  on  AR  633.  The 
refueling  tracks  identified  in  Table  2.3-10  are  the  most  commonly  used  with  a  wide  variety  of 
other  tracks  being  used  less  frequently. 


Table  2,3-10,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  108  WG^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude^  Floor  and 

Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 
Current  Proposed 

W107^ 

A-Unlimited^ 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

315 

70 

127 

AR  111 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

80 

275 

109 

197 

AR  220/218 

FL190-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

275 

20 

36 

AR  631/609 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

48 

87 

AR  636 

FL200-FL290 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

300 

25 

45 

AR  207  SW/NE 
FL180-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

90 

265 

17 

31 

AR  202  S/AN 

FL250-280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

15 

27 

AR  328 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

90 

275 

16 

29 

AR  633 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

70 

275 

5 

9 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  108  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 

2.  W-Waming  Area  Floor  is  the  surface  but  no  refuelings  occur  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

3.  FL  Altitude  is  Mean  Sea  Level. 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  FL  =  Flight  Level 
Source:  108  WG  2013b. 

2. 3. 2. 6  Construction  Required 


Under  Alternative  #2,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  108  WG  installation  at 
JB  MDL;  the  108  WG  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for  that  conversion 
(Table  2.3-11).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with  standards  set  forth  in 
ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012).  AT/FP  requirements 
would  also  be  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable.  Proposed  facilities  would  be  sited 
approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-4.  The  precise  layout  and  design  of  proposed  facilities  is 
in  the  early  planning  stages,  and  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not  finalized.  Should 
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locations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those  antieipated  and  depleted 
herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these  projects  is  described  in 
more  detail  in  the  following  seetions. 


Table  2,3-11,  Proposed  108  WG  Construction  Projects  at  McGuire  Field 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3333  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  a  17,892  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Maintenance  Flangar  3333  to  provide  an  adequately 
sized  hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

17,892 

4,728 

FY2015 

Project  #2 -Addition  to  Hangar  3336  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  an  18,206  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Fuel  Cell  Flangar  3336  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

18,206 

5,137 

FY2015 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322  | 

This  project  would  include  internal  renovations  only  to  provide 
sufficient  space  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage  Trainer  Simulator. 

0 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #4  -  New  Simulator  Building  | 

This  project  would  include  the  constmction  of  a  new  6,700  SF 
simulator  building  to  house  the  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  the 
Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

6,700 

6,700 

FY2015 

Project  #5  (Option  1)  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway ^  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  concrete  and  asphalt  to  the 
existing  parking  ramp  and  renovation  of  a  small  portion  of  the 
taxi  way.  The  constmction  footprint  for  this  project  would  total 
approximately  160,074  SF. 

160,074 

88,319 

FY2015 

1  Project  #5  (Option  2)  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  12,029  SF  of  concrete  and 
asphalt  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  as  well  as  renovation  of 
approximately  2,062  SF  of  existing  taxiway  surfaces  . 

14,091 

12,029 

FY2015 

1  Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  as 
well  as  new  fuel  lines  to  these  hydrants.  Approximately  1,137  SF  of 
disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel 
lines. 

1,137 

0 

FY2015 

Total 

204,009" 

104,884" 

Notes:  1 .  Two  options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  taxiway.  Only  one  of  these  options 


would  be  implemented. 

2.  The  total  construction  footprint  includes  only  the  project  option  that  has  the  greatest  footprint  of  each  of  the  options 
so  as  to  represent  the  most  conservative  (highest  amount)  facility  footprint  given  the  multiple  options  possible. 

SF  =  square  foot;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  beddown  would  require  the  108  WG  to  ensure  their 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  Although  the  JB  MDL  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of  facilities  to 
support  this  beddown,  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the  requirements  laid 
out  in  Section  2. 1.2. 2,  there  remain  some  functional  areas  that  would  require  modification. 
Proposed  construction  includes;  addition  to  Hangar  3333,  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  internal 
renovations  of  Hangar  3332,  construction  of  a  new  simulator  building,  modification  to  existing 
ramp  and  taxiway,  and  addition  and  demolition  of  hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  projects  described  below  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts, 
so  as  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may  result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing 
standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in  higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  rewarded  with  lower  life 
cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC 
2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 

Addition  to  Hangar  3333 

A  minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to 
support  the  maintenance  and  operations  of  the 
KC-46A.  Hangars  provide  an  environmentally 
controlled  area  to  perform  maintenance.  The  hangar 
bays  require  enough  space  to  use  the  support 
equipment  such  as  stands  and  carts  to  perform 
maintenance  functions.  The  hangars  would  house  the 
maintenance  shops,  tool  cribs,  and  personnel.  The 
KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a  commercial 
Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint 
than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  17,892  SE  addition  to 
Hangar  3333  would  need  to  be  added  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance 
hangar.  Eollowing  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  4,728  SE  of 
impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 
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Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

A  minimum  of  one  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Hangar 
is  required  to  support  the  maintenance  and  operations 
of  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  Fuel  Systems 
Maintenance  Hangar  provides  space  for  covered 
aircraft  maintenance,  shop  and  administrative 
functions,  and  contains  utilities  and  safety  systems 
required  to  perform  fuel  systems  maintenance  to 
include  pressure  checks  and  inspections.  Aircraft 
hangar  space  is  required  for  on-aircraft  open  fuel  cell 
maintenance.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a 
commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore, 
an  18,206  SF  addition  to  Hangar  3336  would  be  required  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft 
inside  the  maintenance  hangar.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of 
approximately  5,137  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322 

Internal  renovations  to  Hangar  3322  would  be  implemented  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage 
Trainer  Simulator. 

New  Simulator  Building 

A  new  6,700  SF  building  would  be  constructed  west  of 
Building  3390  to  house  the  Weapons  System  Trainer 
and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer.  Following  the 
construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of 
approximately  6,700  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result 
of  this  project. 


Proposed  Area  for  the  New  Simulator 
Building 
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Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft 
requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a 
fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  Additional  concrete 
would  be  added  to  the  parking  ramp  and  taxiway  at  JB 
MDL  in  order  to  increase  the  size  of  the  parking  ramp 
to  accommodate  the  larger  KC-46A  aircraft.  Two 
options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  the 
existing  parking  ramp.  Only  one  of  these  options 
would  be  implemented. 

1.  The  first  option  is  to  add  additional  pavement  to  the  northeast  side  of  the  apron  to 
increase  width  for  taxiing;  add  pavement  to  the  southeast  side  for  taxiing;  and  add 
pavement  to  the  south  side  for  engine  run-ups.  This  would  allow  for  a  50-foot  wing 
clearance  for  taxiing.  In  addition,  this  option  would  include  the  renovation  of 
approximately  2,062  SF  of  the  existing  taxiway.  This  project  would  include  a  total  of 
160,074  SF  of  new  pavement.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of 
approximately  88,3 19  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

2.  The  second  option  would  include  a  12,029  SF  addition  of  a  small  pavement  area  on  the 
southeast  side  of  the  apron  as  well  as  the  renovation  of  approximately  2,062  SF  of  the 
existing  taxiway.  Under  this  option,  a  waiver  would  be  required  since  the  wing  tip 
clearance  would  be  reduced  to  only  25  feet  instead  of  50  feet.  The  total  SF  of  disturbance 
would  be  approximately  14,091  SF.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase 
of  approximately  12,029  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking 
spots  with  a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all  the  equipment  and 
controls  to  provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron.  The  system  reduces 
the  amount  of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  To  fuel  an  aircraft,  one  R-12 
fueling  truck  is  needed  instead  of  several.  Under  Alternative  #2,  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  would 
be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  as  well  as  new  fuel  lines  to  one  of  these  hydrants. 
Approximately  1,137  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel 
lines. 
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2. 3. 2. 7  Personnel  Changes 

The  108  WG  currently  is  authorized  1,329  personnel.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A 
mission  would  add  an  additional  287  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning  requirement 
(approximately  a  22  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  authorized  personnel  under 
this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-12. 


Table  2,3-12,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  108  WG  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

138 

138 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)* 

278 

310 

32 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

416 

647 

231 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

913 

969 

56 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,329 

1,616 

287 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,051 

1,306 

255 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 

2,3,3  Alternative  #3  -  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 

2.3.3. 1  Background 

Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157^^  Air  Refueling  Wing  (157  ARW)  of 
the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  (NH  ANG),  is  located  in 
Portsmouth  and  Newington,  New  Hampshire,  approximately  55  miles 
north  of  Boston,  Massaehusetts  (Figure  2.3-5).  The  157  ARW  base  is 
situated  on  the  northeast  side  of  the  Portsmouth  International  Airport 
(lAP)  at  Pease,  whieh  is  owned  and  operated  by  Pease  Development 
Authority  (PDA).  The  157  ARW  holds  an  indefinite  lease  for  the 
installation  property.  The  157  ARW  installation  oceupies 
approximately  220  acres. 
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2. 3. 3. 2  Mission 

The  primary  mission  of  the  157  ARW  is  to  provide  worldwide  support  with  the  KC-135  air  refueling 
tanker  aireraft  and  to  staff,  equip,  and  train  eombat  flying  and  eombat  support  units  to  augment  the 
USAF.  In  addition,  the  157  ARW  provides  both  homeland  defense  and  assistanee  with  state 
emergeneies  and  natural  disasters  to  proteet  life  and  property,  and  to  preserve  peaee,  order,  and 
publie  safety.  The  major  support  operations  performed  at  the  installation  inelude  aireraft  fueling, 
aireraft  deieing,  aireraft  maintenanee,  AGE  maintenanee,  ground  vehiele  maintenanee,  fueling  of 
ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  Pease  ANGS  also  hosts  the  64*  Air  Refueling  Squadron 
(64  ARS),  which  stood  up  at  Pease  on  October  2,  2009.  The  64  ARS  is  administratively  assigned  to 
McConnell  AFB’s  22‘^  Operations  Group  but  is  located  with,  and  gets  operational  direction  from,  its 
host  unit,  the  157  ARW  at  Pease.  This  partnership  is  part  of  the  USAF’s  TFI  effort  to  increase 
efficiency  by  combining  active-duty.  Guard,  and  Reserve  resources.  Aircrew,  maintenance,  and 
support  personnel  assigned  to  the  64  ARS  work  alongside  Guardsmen  flying  and  maintaining  the 
157  ARW’s  aircraft  to  accomplish  the  Wing’s  refueling  missions.  As  of  February  2013,  129  active 
associate  personnel  were  authorized  at  Pease.  It  is  the  first  active-duty  USAF  unit  to  return  to  the 
ANG  Base  since  1991,  when  Pease  AFB,  then  an  active-duty  installation,  closed. 

Additionally,  the  installation  has  a  Medical  Training  Group  and  operational  command  of  the 
260*  Air  Traffic  Control  Squadron,  which  operates  the  air  traffic  control  tower  for  the  airport 
(157  ARW  2008a). 

2. 3. 3. 3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  157  ARW  would  convert  from  8  PAA  KC-135  and  1  KC-135  BAI 
aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Pease 
ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out 
of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate 
NEPA  documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft  relocated  to  other  installations. 

2. 3. 3.4  Airfield  Operations 

Portsmouth  lAP  has  one  grooved  concrete  and  asphalt  runway.  Runway  16/34,  which  is 
approximately  1 1,321  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide  (SkyVector  2013a). 

The  157  ARW  currently  flies  1,382  sorties  annually.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  614  were  flown  from  Portsmouth  lAP,  or  44  percent  of  the  annual  sorties 
flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S.  and/or  overseas  in 
support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the  157  ARW  accounted  for 
6,140  annual  operations  with  an  average  of  10.0  operations  per  sortie  (Table  2.3-13). 
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Table  2,3-13,  Current  157  ARW  Operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night' 

Day 

Night' 

Total' 

KC-135" 

2,939 

131 

2,939 

131 

5,878 

262 

6,140 

Notes:  1.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

2.  Based  on  KC-135  data  provided  by  157  ARW/CC. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 


Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #3,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties,  44  percent 
of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Pease  ANGS).  Thus,  884  sorties  would  be 
flown  at  Pease  ANGS  annually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  44.0  percent 
over  the  baseline  614  annual  sorties  currently  flown  from  Pease  ANGS  (it  is  assumed  the  same 
percentage  of  sorties  would  be  flown  away  from  Pease  ANGS  under  this  alternative  as  under  the 
current  baseline  conditions).  Based  on  884  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of  10.0 
operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  8,840  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an  additional 
2,700  airfield  operations  annually  at  Portsmouth  lAP  (Table  2.3-14).  This  would  increase  the 
average  daily  airfield  operations  from  16.8  to  24.2  (Table  2.3-15).  There  would  be  no  changes 
expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  flight  profiles,  and  use  of  runways.  Current 
noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4.3.1,  Noise). 


Table  2,3-14,  Proposed  157  ARW  KC-46A  Operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night" 

Day 

Night" 

Day  Night" 

Total' 

KC-46A 

4,231 

189 

4,231 

189 

8,462  376 

8,840 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 
2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


Table  2,3-15,  Changes  to  157  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Proposed  KC-46A 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

Operations 

Unit 

Operations) 

Operations) 

(Percent  Increase) 

157  ARW 

6,140 

8,840 

2,700 

(16.8) 

(24.2) 

(44.0%) 

2. 3. 3. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  157  ARW  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  receiver 
aircraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  157  ARW  are  described  in  Table  2.3-16.  Under 
Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  a  slight  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  of  the  airspace  due  to  the 
proposed  increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a 
receiver  aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  use  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in 
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addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the 
airspace  for  each  sortie,  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change 
in  any  of  the  airspace  described. 


Table  2,3-16,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  157  ARW^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude  Floor  and  Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 

Current  Proposed 

AR020 

17,000  feet  MSL-FL 190 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

154 

222 

AR777 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

165 

238 

AR062 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

78 

112 

AR  107 

14,000  MSL-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

56 

81 

AR631 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

198 

285 

W102 

Above  17,000  MSL  to 

FL600 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

3 

4 

W105 

SFC  to  FL500 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

16 

23 

W107 

Surfaee  to  Unlimited 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

19 

27 

W122 

FL190-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

2 

3 

W386 

Surfaee  to  Unlimited 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

3 

4 

Kiwi  MOA 

FL190-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

14 

20 

Duke 

Surfaee  to  8,000  MSL 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

9 

13 

Faleon  MOA 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

3 

4 

Yankee  1^ 

9,000  feet  MSL  UTBNI 
FL180 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

5 

7 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  157  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 

2.  MOA  Floor  is  9,000  feet  MSL  but  no  refueling  occurs  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  MSL  =  mean  sea  level;  FL  =  Flight  Level;  MOA  =  military  operations  area;  UTBNI 
=  up  to,  but  not  including. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 
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2. 3. 3. 6  Construction  Required 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  157  ARW  would  implement  eonstruetion  projeets  for  the  eonversion  to 
12  KC-46A  PAA  (Table  2.3-17).  The  proposed  eonstruetion  projeets  would  eomply  with 
standards  set  forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012). 
AT/FP  requirements  also  would  be  incorporated.  Proposed  facilities  would  be  sited 
approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-6.  The  preeise  layout  and  design  of  proposed  faeilities  is 
in  the  early  planning  stages;  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not  finalized.  Should 
loeations  and  final  layout  of  the  faeilities  differ  substantially  from  those  antieipated  and  depleted 
herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Eaeh  of  these  projects  is  described  in 
more  detail  in  the  following  seetions. 

Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  beddown  would  require  the  157  ARW  to  ensure  its 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  eonfigured  faeilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aireraft.  The  Pease  ANGS  loeation  was  deemed  to  have  an  aeeeptable  level  of  faeilities  to 
support  this  beddown  and  has  faeilities  that  eurrently  meet  the  majority  of  the  requirements  laid 
out  in  Seetion  2. 1.2.2.  However,  some  funetional  areas  require  modifieation.  Proposed 
eonstruetion  ineludes:  renovation  and  additions  to  Buildings/Hangars  156,  264,  166,  251,  253, 
and  254;  eonstruetion  and  upgrade  of  the  taxiway;  and  demolition  and  installation  of  new  fuel 
hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

Construction  projects  would  incorporate  FEED  and  sustainable  development  eoneepts.  This 
would  aehieve  optimum  resouree  effioieney,  eonstruetability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  the  projeet’s  life  eyele.  While  implementation  of  EEED  standards  may  result  in 
primary  faeility  eosts  that  exeeed  DoD  costing  standards,  the  initial  investment  in  higher 
aequisition  eost  would  be  offset  with  lower  life  cyele  eosts.  EEED  eertified  eonstruetion  is 
eonsistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Poliey  Aet  of  2005,  10  USC  2802,  EO  13423,  and 
other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 
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Table  2.3-17,  Proposed  157  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  (Option  1)  -  Renovation/Addition  to  Building  156^  | 

Remove  KC-135  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  reuse  main  bay 
for  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer;  upgrade  facilities  to 
support  storage  in  the  simulator  bays:  and  constmct  addition  to 
the  ground  floor  to  house  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

750 

750 

FY  2015 

Project  #1  (Option  2)  -  Renovation/Addition  to  Building  264^  | 

This  project  would  construct  an  11,600  SF  addition  to  Building 
264  to  house  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer  Bay, 
KC-46A  Boom  Operator  Trainer  Bay,  and  Computer  Server 
Room. 

11,600 

11,600 

FY  2015 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Building  166  | 

Add  refueler  vehicle  parking  spaces  and  driveway. 

1,100 

1,100 

FY2015  1 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  251  | 

Renovate  mezzanines  for  administrative  space  and  alter  hangar 
bay  for  deployment  processing/fuselage  trainer. 

0 

0 

FY  2015 

Project  #4  (Option  1)- Addition/Alteration  to  Hangar  253^  | 

Remove  existing  hangar  door  and  construct  hangar  addition; 
reconfigure  interior  for  Fuel  Cell  Flangar,  storage  and 
maintenance,  and  corrosion  control  shops. 

18,985 

0 

FY  2015 

Project  #4  (Option  2)-  Demolition/Addition/ Alteration  to  Hangar  253  ^  | 

Demolish  building  and  rebuild  double  hangar  with  Hangar  254. 

36,026 

0 

FY2015  1 

Project  #5-Demolition/ Addition/ Alteration  to  Hangar  254  | 

Construct  new  tail  addition  and  reconfigure  interior  for  KC-46A. 

18,530 

0 

FY2015  1 

Project  #6  -  Alter  Aircraft  Taxiway  | 

Construct  a  concrete  taxiway  (6,843  SF),  an  asphalt  shoulder 
(4,074  SF),  and  upgrade  concrete  taxiway  (828  SF). 

11,745 

10,917 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #7  -  Demolition/Modify/Install  Aprons  and  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  reuse  existing  hydrants  in  the  north  and  south 
loops;  add  interstitial  monitoring  and  secondary  containment;  and 
relocate  parking. 

2,890 

0 

FY  2015 

1  Project  #8  -  Repave  Quad  Apron  | 

Repave  surfaces  used  to  tow  aircraft  in  and  out  of  the  hangar  and 
fuel  cell,  but  not  the  entire  facility. 

49,075 

0 

FY  2015 

Total 

130,966 

23,617 

Notes:  1 .  Two  options  are  possible  for  the  modifications  to  these  projects.  Only  one  of  these  options  would  be  implemented. 

2.  The  total  construction  footprint  includes  only  the  project  option  that  has  the  greatest  footprint  of  each  of  the  options 


so  as  to  represent  the  most  conservative  (highest  amount)  facility  footprint  given  the  multiple  options  possible. 
SF=square  feet;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Alteration  or  Addition  to  Building  156  for  Weapons  System  Trainer  and  Boom  Operator  Trainer 

The  KC-46A  beddown  would  require  the  construction  of  a  new  KC-46A  Weapons  System 
Trainer  and  Boom  Operator  Trainer  to  train  flight  crews.  One  of  two  options  could  occur  under 
Alternative  #3  to  satisfy  this  requirement.  Option  1  would  remove  the  KC-135  Weapons  System 
Trainer  in  Building  156  and  reuse  the  main  bay  for  the  KC-46A  Weapons  System  Trainer.  In 
addition,  under  Option  1,  a  750  SF  addition  to  Building  156  would  be  constructed  to  house  the 
KC-46A  Boom  Operator  Trainer.  Option  2  would  leave  the  KC-135  Weapons  System  Trainer  in 
Building  156  and  construct  an  11,600  SF  addition  to  the  new  Squadron  Operations  Building, 
Building  264  (currently  under  construction),  to  house  the  Weapons  System  Trainer,  the  KC-46A 
Boom  Operator  Trainer,  and  supporting  Computer  Server  Room. 

Additions  to  Building  166  Refueler  Parking  Area 

Alteration  of  this  facility  is  required  to  provide  a  facility  large  enough  to  house  assigned  R-11, 
R-12,  and  C-300  refueling  vehicles.  To  accommodate  refueling  vehicles,  covered  parking  spaces 
would  be  added,  and  a  new  driveway  would  be  built  (adjacent  to  Building  166).  Following  the 
construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  1,100  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a 
result  of  this  project. 

Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  251 

The  Mezzanine  within  Hangar  25 1  would  be  renovated  for  KC-46A  administrative  space  and  the 
hangar  bay  would  be  altered  to  accommodate  the  Fuselage  Trainer  and  Deployment  Processing 
Center.  In  addition,  the  utilities  for  aircraft  power  and  potable  water  would  be  upgraded. 

Addition  to  Hangar  253  and  Hangar  254 

The  hangar  bays  require  enough  space  to  use  the  support  equipment  such  as  stands  and  carts  to 
perform  KC-46A  maintenance  functions.  The  hangars  would  house  the  maintenance  shops,  tool 
cribs,  and  personnel.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135,  thus  requiring  slightly  larger  hangars. 
Hangar  254  and  Hangar  253  require  modifications  to  meet  KC-46A  requirements.  One  of  two 
options  could  occur  under  Alternative  #3  to  satisfy  these  requirements. 
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Under  Option  1,  an  18,985  SF  addition  would  be  added  to  the 
hangar,  while  existing  maintenance  shops  would  be  reused, 
and  a  2-hour  firewall  would  be  added.  A  high-bay  tail 
addition  and  door  would  be  added  to  the  south  side  of  this 
hangar.  Also,  mid-bay  areas  for  Wing  Air  Refueling  Pod 
storage  and  maintenance  with  overhead  cranes,  and  corrosion 
control  would  be  built.  Mezzanines  would  be  renovated  for 
administrative  use.  Under  Option  2,  both  Hangar  253  and  the 
hangar  space  in  Hangar  254  would  be  demolished.  A  new 
36,026  SF  double  hangar  would  be  built  incorporating  the 
existing  Hangar  253  shops  in  Hangar  254. 

Addition  to  Hangar  254 


. . i 

Hangar  253 


Hangar  254 


The  existing  dormer  would  be  demolished  and  a  new 
18,530  SF  dormer  would  be  added  to  the  hangar  to 
accommodate  the  KC-46A.  The  existing  roofs  would 
also  be  replaced.  Excess  space  in  the  existing  jet 
engine  shop  would  be  used  to  store  aircraft  support 
equipment.  The  existing  maintenance  shops  would  be 
reused. 

Alter  Aircraft  Taxiway 

Alteration  of  the  existing  taxiway  would  be  required  at 
Pease  ANGS  to  enable  the  KC-46A  aircraft  to  access 
the  maintenance  hangars.  The  existing  taxiway  from 
the  main  apron  to  the  hangar  area  is  configured  for 
towing  of  KC-135  aircraft  to  the  existing  hangars. 

Construction  of  tail  additions  combined  with  the  larger 
dimensions  of  the  KC-46A  would  not  allow  the 
existing  taxiway  to  be  reused  as-is.  In  addition,  the 
taxiways  would  need  to  be  wide  enough  to  support  the 
turning  radii  of  the  KC-46A.  Under  Alternative  #3,  828  SF  of  concrete  taxiway  would  be 
upgraded,  and  6,843  SF  concrete  taxiway  and  4,074  SF  asphalt  shoulder  would  be  constructed  to 
the  quad  area  to  accommodate  the  aircraft.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an 
increase  of  approximately  10,917  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 
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New  Hydrants  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

The  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with 
a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all  the  equipment  and  controls  to 
provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron.  The  system  reduces  the  amount 
of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  One  of  two  options  could  occur  under 
Alternative  #3  to  satisfy  this  requirement.  Option  1  would  reuse  six  of  the  seven  existing 
hydrants  in  North  Loop  and  would  cap  one  hydrant  under  the  proposed  parking  area.  In  the 
South  Loop,  interstitial  monitoring  and  secondary  containment  would  be  added;  only  two 
hydrants  would  be  used  in  this  area.  Under  Option  2,  the  old  piping  would  be  demolished  and 
new  piping  installed;  valves  and  pits  would  be  installed  in  Rows  4  and  5.  Eight  existing  hydrant 
valve  pits  would  be  used.  Approximately  2,890  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines. 

Quad  Apron 

This  project  would  repave  surfaces  used  to  tow  aircraft  in  and  out  of  the  hangar  and  fuel  cell. 
The  quad  apron  is  currently  degrading  and  is  in  need  of  renovations  for  KC-46A  operations. 
Under  Alternative  #3,  49,075  SF  of  surface  area  used  to  tow  aircraft  in  and  out  of  the  hangar  and 
fuel  cell  would  be  repaved. 

2.13.1  Personnel  Changes 

The  157  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,382  personnel  (Table  2.3-18).  Under  Alternative  #3,  the 
KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  171  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning 
requirement  (approximately  a  12  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  authorized 
personnel  under  this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-18. 

Table  2,3-18,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  157  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

127 

199 

72 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

120 

120 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)’ 

283 

326 

43 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

9 

9 

0 

Subtotal 

539 

654 

115 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

843 

899 

56 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,382 

1,553 

171 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,099 

1,227 

128 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 
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2,3,4  Alternative  #4  -  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station 

2.3.4. 1  Background 

Pittsburgh  ANGS,  home  of  the  IVT*  Air  Refueling  Wing  (171 
ARW)  of  the  Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard  (PA  ANG),  is 
located  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh, 

Pennsylvania  in  Allegheny  County  (Figure  2.3-7).  The  171 
ARW  installation  is  situated  on  the  southeastern  side  of  the 
Pittsburgh  lAP,  an  international  airport  owned  and  operated  by 
the  Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority  (ACAA).  The  171 
ARW  installation  currently  oeeupies  approximately  179  aeres  in 
the  southeastern  eorner  of  Pittsburgh  lAP.  The  171  ARW  holds 
a  lease  with  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  with  a  termination  date  of  2050. 

2. 3. 4.2  Mission 

The  mission  of  the  171  ARW  is  to  provide  support  for  federal,  state,  and  community  interests  by 
providing  timely  worldwide  air  refueling,  airlift,  and  support  forces;  protecting  life  and  property; 
and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  publie  safety.  The  171  ARW  eurrently  flies  and  maintains  16 
KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  171  ARW  inelude  aireraft  fueling,  aireraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aerospaee  support  equipment  maintenanee,  ground  vehiele  maintenanee,  fueling  of  ground 
vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion 
control,  non-destructive  inspeetion,  fuel  eell  maintenanee,  engine  maintenanee,  hydraulics,  and 
wheel  and  tire  maintenanee. 

2. 3. 4. 3  Aireraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  171  ARW  would  eonvert  from  16  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135  BAI 
to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Coneurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS, 
the  existing  KC-135  aireraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out  of  the 
USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cyele  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate  NEPA 
documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aireraft  relocated  to  other  installations. 
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23.4.4  Airfield  Operations 

Pittsburgh  lAP  has  four  runways.  Runway  10R/28L  is  11,500  feet  long  and  200  feet  wide. 
Runway  10L/28R  is  10,502  feet  long  and  150  feet  wide.  Runway  10C/28C  is  10,774  feet  long 
for  takeoff  and  9,708  feet  long  for  landing  and  150  feet  wide.  Runway  14/32  is  8,101  feet  long 
and  150  feet  wide  (AirNav  2013b). 

The  171  ARW  eurrently  flies  1,569  sorties  annually.  Aeeording  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and 
airport  traffic  counts,  926  were  flown  from  Pittsburgh  lAP,  or  59  percent  of  the  total  annual 
sorties  flown  (171  ARW  2013a).  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the 
U.S.  and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the 
171  ARW  flew  6,943  airfield  operations  with  an  average  of  7.5  operations  per  sortie  during  2012 
(Table  2.3-19). 


Table  2,3-19,  Current  171  ARW  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Nighfl 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

1  KC-135 

3,272 

200 

3,176 

295 

6,448 

495 

6,943  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 


2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

Source:  171  ARW  2013a. 

Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #4,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  sorties,  59  percent 
of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Pittsburgh  ANGS).  Thus,  1,186  sorties  would 
be  flown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  annually  under  this  alternative.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  27 
percent  over  the  baseline  926  sorties  currently  flown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  (it  is  assumed  that  the 
same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,186  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an 
average  of  7.78  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  9,226  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an 
additional  2,283  airfield  operations  annually  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  (Table  2.3-20).  This  would 
increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  19.0  to  25.3  (Table  2.3-21).  There  would  be 
no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise 
abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4.4.1,  Noise). 


Table  2,3-20,  Proposed  171  ARW  KC-46A  Operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Nighf 

Day  Night^ 

Total’ 

1  KC-46A 

4,287 

326 

A, 215 

338 

8,562  664 

9,226  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 


2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 
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Table  2,3-21,  Changes  to  171  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 

Proposed  KC-46A 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 

Operations 

Unit 

Operations) 

Operations) 

(Percent  Increase) 

171  ARW 

6,943 

9,226 

2,283 

(19.0) 

(25.3) 

(32.9%) 

2. 3. 4. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  171  ARW  conduets  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingeney  missions  for  the  receiver 
aireraft.  Primary  air  refueling  traeks  used  by  the  171  ARW  are  deseribed  in  Table  2.3-22.  Under 
Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  a  slight  ehange  to  the  frequeney  of  use  due  to  the  proposed 
increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  reeeiver 
aireraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  be  using  the  existing  air  refueling  traeks  as  a  receiver  in 
addition  to  the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aireraft  (off-loading  fuel),  but  the  minutes  in  the 
airspaee  for  eaeh  sortie,  and  the  operational  training  eondueted  would  not  ehange  in  any  of  the 
airspace  deseribed. 

2. 3.4. 6  Construction  Required 

Under  Alternative  #4,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aireraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  171  ARW  installation 
at  Pittsburgh  ANGS;  the  171  ARW  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for  that 
conversion  (Table  2-3-23).  The  proposed  eonstruction  projeets  would  comply  with  standards  set 
forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012).  AT/FP 
requirements  would  also  be  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable.  Proposed  faeilities  would  be 
sited  approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-8.  The  precise  layout  and  design  of  proposed 
faeilities  is  in  the  early  planning  stages,  and  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not 
finalized.  Should  loeations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those 
antieipated  and  depicted  herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these 
projects  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the  following  sections. 
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Table  2,3-22,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  171  ARW^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude^  Floor  and 

Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 
Current  Proposed 

Duke  MOA^  ATCAA 

8,000  feet -FL  180 

ATCAA  FL180-AS 

Assigned 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

17 

18 

WIOS"* 

Surface-FL500 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

45 

315 

45 

54 

WIO?"* 

Surface -Unlimited 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

45 

315 

35 

42 

193WA 

TBD 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

210 

80 

97 

AR  111 

FL210-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

275 

56 

68 

AR  109H/L 

FL250-310H 

FL190-230L 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

45 

275 

41 

49 

AR  110 

FL240-270 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

50 

260 

21 

25 

AR  609 

FL180-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

300 

25 

30 

AR  631 

FL200-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

265 

30 

36 

AR  206H/L 

FL280-FL310H 

FL250-FL270L 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

50 

295 

14 

16 

KIWI  MOA^ 

FLI90-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

315 

20 

24 

AR  636 

FL200-290 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

300 

16 

19 

AR  202 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

55 

265 

29 

35 

AR  207 

FL260-280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

37 

45 

AR2I6 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

75 

265 

33 

39 

AR220 

FLI90-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

70 

275 

239 

289 

AR  633 

FLI80-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

40 

48 

AR328 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

20 

24 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  171  ARW  in  this  airspace. 


Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown.” 

2.  FL  Altitude  is  Mean  Sea  Level. 

3.  Military  Operations  Area  (MO A)  but  no  refuelings  occur  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

4.  W-Warning  Area  Floor  is  the  Surface  but  no  refuelings  occur  below  10,000  feet  MSL. 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  MOA  =  Military  Operations  Area;  ATCAA  =  Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned 
Airspace;  FL  =  Flight  Level 
Source:  171  ARW  2013a. 
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Table  2,3-23,  Proposed  171  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  302  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  a  20,464  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Maintenance  Flangar  302  in  order  to  provide  an 
adequately  sized  hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

20,464 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  320  | 

This  project  would  involve  the  addition  of  a  19,180  SF  addition  to 
the  existing  Fuel  Cell  Flangar  320  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately 
sized  hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

19,180 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #3-  Internal  Renovation  to  Hangar  301  | 

This  project  would  include  internal  renovations  only  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  space  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage  Trainer,  the 
Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 

0 

0 

FY2015 

Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  143,505  SF  of  concrete 
and  asphalt  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  taxiway  that  leads  to  the 
parking  ramp. 

143,505 

88,529 

FY2015 

1  Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  as 
well  as  new  fuel  lines  to  these  hydrants.  Approximately  58,335  SF 
of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel 
lines. 

3,246 

0 

FY2015 

Total 

186,395 

88,529 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  beddown  would  require  the  171  ARW  to  ensure  their 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  Although  the  Pittsburgh  ANGS  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of 
facilities  to  support  this  beddown,  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the 
requirements  laid  out  in  Section  2. 1.2.2,  there  remain  some  functional  areas  that  require 
modification.  Proposed  construction  includes  an  addition  to  Hangar  302,  an  addition  to  Hangar 
320,  internal  renovations  of  Hangar  301,  modification  to  existing  ramp  and  taxiway,  and  addition 
and  demolition  of  hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  projects  described  below  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts, 
so  as  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may  result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing 
standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in  higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  rewarded  with  lower  life 
cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC 
2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 

Addition  to  Hangar  302 

A  minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to 
support  the  maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A. 

Hangars  provide  an  environmentally  controlled  area  to 
perform  maintenance.  The  hangar  bays  require  enough 
space  to  use  the  support  equipment  such  as  stands  and 
carts  to  perform  maintenance  functions.  The  hangars 
would  house  the  maintenance  shops,  tool  cribs,  and 
personnel.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a 
commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly 
larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  20,464 
SF  addition  to  Hangar  302  would  need  to  be  added  in  order  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft 
inside  the  maintenance  hangar. 
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Addition  to  Hangar  320 

A  minimum  of  one  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Flangar 
is  required  to  support  the  maintenance  and  operations 
of  KC-46A.  The  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Flangar 
provides  space  for  covered  aircraft  maintenance,  shop, 
and  administrative  functions,  and  contains  utilities  and 
safety  systems  required  to  perform  fuel  systems 
maintenance  to  include  pressure  checks  and 
inspections.  Aircraft  hangar  space  is  required  for  on- 
aircraft  open  fuel  cell  maintenance.  The  KC-46A  is  a 
military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 

and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  19,180  SF  addition  to  Hangar 
320  would  need  to  be  added  in  order  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance 
hangar. 


m 

Hangar  320 


Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  301 


Internal  renovations  to  Hangar  301  would  be  made  in  order  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage 
Trainer,  the  Weapons  System  Trainer,  and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer. 


Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft 
requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a 
fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  Additional  concrete 
would  need  to  be  added  to  the  parking  ramp  and 
taxiway  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  in  order  to  increase  the  size 
of  the  parking  ramp  to  accommodate  the  larger 
KC-46A  aircraft.  In  addition,  the  taxiways  would  need 
to  be  wide  enough  to  support  the  turning  radii  of  the 
KC-46A.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #4,  the  addition 
of  143,505  SF  of  concrete  and  asphalt  would  be  added 
to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  the  taxiway  that  leads 
to  the  parking  ramp.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately 
88,529  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 


New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

As  stated  above,  the  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8 
KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all 
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the  equipment  and  controls  to  provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 
The  system  reduces  the  amount  of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  Under 
Alternative  #4,  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  would  be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  as  well  as  new 
fuel  lines  to  one  of  these  hydrants.  Approximately  3,246  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of 
the  new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines. 

2. 3. 4. 7  Personnel  Changes 


The  171  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,306  personnel  (Table  2.3-24).  Under  Alternative  #4,  the 
KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  59  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning 
requirement  (approximately  a  5  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  the  authorized 
personnel  under  this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-24. 

Table  2.3-24,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  171  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

101 

101 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)' 

292 

328 

36 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

393 

628 

235 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

913 

737 

-176 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,306 

1,365 

59 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,014 

1,037 

23 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 


2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 


2,3,5  Alternative  #5  -  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 


2.3.5. 1  Background 


Rickenbacker  ANGS,  home  of  the  12U*  Air  Refueling  Wing  (121 
ARW)  of  the  Ohio  Air  National  Guard  (OH  ANG),  is  located 
approximately  12  miles  southeast  of  downtown  Columbus,  Ohio  in 
Franklin  County  (Figure  2.3-9).  The  121  ARW  installation  is 
situated  on  the  west  side  of  Rickenbacker  lAP,  an  international 
airport  operated  by  the  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority 
(CRAA).  The  121  ARW  holds  a  lease  with  the  Rickenbacker  lAP 
for  the  installation  property  with  a  termination  date  of  2061.  The 
installation  occupies  approximately  170  acres,  most  of  which  are 
within  the  main  cantonment  area. 
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23.5.2  Mission 

The  mission  of  the  121  ARW  is  to  provide  support  for  federal,  state,  and  eommunity  interests  by 
providing  timely  worldwide  air  refueling,  airlift,  and  support  forces;  protecting  life  and  property; 
and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  public  safety.  The  121  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  18 
KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  121  ARW  include  aircraft  fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground  vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground 
vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion 
control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and 
wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

2. 3. 5. 3  Aircraft  Conversion 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  121  ARW  would  convert  from  18  KC-135  PAA  and  no  KC-135  BAI 
to  12  KC-46A  PAA.  Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A  PAA  at  Rickenbacker 
ANGS,  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  either  be  relocated  to  other  installations  or  retired  out 
of  the  USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  life-cycle  status  of  each  particular  aircraft.  Separate 
NEPA  documentation  would  be  prepared  for  any  of  the  aircraft  relocated  to  other  installations,  as 
necessary. 

2. 3. 5.4  Airfield  Operations 

Rickenbacker  lAP  has  two  parallel  runways  spaced  approximately  1,000  feet  apart.  Runway 
05R/23L  is  12,102  feet  long  and  200  feet  wide  and  Runway  05L/23R  is  1 1,902  feet  long  and  150 
feet  wide  (AirNav  2013c). 

In  2012,  the  121  ARW  flew  2,014  sorties.  According  to  the  unit’s  scheduling  data  and  airport 
traffic  counts,  the  unit  flew  1,289  of  these  sorties  from  Rickenbacker  lAP,  or  64  percent  of  the 
total  annual  sorties  flown.  The  remaining  sorties  were  flown  from  other  airfields  in  the  U.S. 
and/or  overseas  in  support  of  operational  missions.  Actual  airfield  data  indicates  that  the  121 
ARW  conducted  6,445  operations  with  an  average  of  5.0  operations  per  sortie  at  the  airfield 
(Table  2.3-25). 


Table  2,3-25,  Current  121  ARW  KC-135  Operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

1  KC-135 

3,223 

0 

3,061 

16E 

6,284 

161 

6,445  1 

Notes'.  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Night  operations  are  limited  due  to  Maintenance  Union  Agreement. 


Source:  121  ARW  2013a. 
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Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of 
8,040  hours  annually,  with  an  ASD  of  4.0  hours.  This  would  result  in  2,010  annual  sorties,  64 
percent  of  which  would  be  performed  at  the  home-station  (Rickenbacker  ANGS).  Thus,  it  is 
expected  that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  annually  under  this 
alternative.  This  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the  baseline  1,289  sorties  (it  is  assumed  that 
the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions  would  be  flown  at 
Rickenbacker  lAP  under  this  alternative).  Based  on  1,286  annual  home-station  sorties  and  an 
average  of  5.33  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  6,857  annual  home-station  operations,  or  an 
additional  412  airfield  operations  annually  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  (Table  2.3-26).  This  would 
increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations  from  17.7  to  18.8  (Table  2.3.27).  There  would  be 
no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise 
abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed  (see  Section  4. 5. Noise). 


Table  2,3-26,  Proposed  121  ARW  KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

1  KC-46A 

3,424 

0 

3,157 

276 

6,581 

276 

6,857  1 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Night  Operations  are  limited  due  to  Maintenance  Union  Agreement. 


Table  2,3-27,  Changes  to  121  ARW  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Unit 

Total  Based  KC-135 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Total  Proposed  KC-46A 
Annual  Airfield  Operations 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Increased  Airfield 
Operations  Annually  for 
Proposed  KC-46A 
Operations 
(Percent  Increase) 

121  ARW 

6,445 

6,857 

412 

(17.7) 

(18.8) 

(6.4%) 

2. 3. 5. 5  Airspace  Operations 

The  121  ARW  conducts  air  refueling  for  both  training  and  contingency  missions  for  the  receiver 
aircraft.  Primary  air  refueling  tracks  used  by  the  121  ARW  are  described  in  Table  2.3-28.  Under 
Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  a  slight  change  to  the  frequency  of  use  due  to  the  proposed 
increase  in  the  sorties.  The  KC-46A  will  also  have  a  requirement  for  training  as  a  receiver 
aircraft  (on-loading  fuel)  and  will  use  the  existing  air  refueling  tracks  as  a  receiver  in  addition  to 
the  normal  use  as  a  refueling  aircraft  (off-loading  fuel).  However,  the  minutes  in  the  airspace  for 
each  sortie  and  the  operational  training  conducted  would  not  be  expected  to  change  in  any  of  the 
airspace  described. 
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Table  2,3-28,  Current  and  Proposed  Local  Air  Refueling  Airspace  Used  by  tbe  121  ARW^ 


Airspace  Unit 

Altitude  Floor  and  Ceiling 

Current  Aircraft 
Proposed  Aircraft 

Minutes  in 
Airspace  for 
Each  Sortie 

Average 

KIAS 

Annual  Sortie 
Operations 
Current  Proposed 

Buckeye  MO ATCAA 
6,000  feet  MSL  -FL500^ 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

300 

100 

101 

Steelhead  MOA  ATCAA 
FL240-FL260 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

30 

315 

24 

24 

AR  202 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

150 

151 

AR  207 

FL260-280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

200 

204 

AR216 

FL260-FL280 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

200 

204 

AR  220 

FL190-FL220 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

20 

21 

AR315^ 

FL190-FL210 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

300 

305 

AR  328 

FL180-FL230 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

50 

51 

AR  455 

FL250-FL270 

KC-135 

KC-46A 

60 

275 

100 

101 

Notes:  1.  This  table  only  shows  KC-135  and  KC-46A  aircraft  that  are  or  would  be  flown  by  the  121  ARW  in  this 

airspace.  Additional  aircraft  flown  by  other  units  that  use  this  airspace  are  not  shown. 


2.  MOA  Floor  is  6,000  feet  MSL  but  no  refueling  occurs  below  10,000  feet  MSL 

3.  50,000  feet  MSL  (FL500) 

KIAS  =  knots  indicated  airspeed;  MOA  =  military  operations  area;  ATCAA  =  Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned 
Airspace;  MSL  =  mean  sea  level;  FL  =  Flight  Level 
Source:  121  ARW  2013b. 

2. 3. 5. 6  Construction  Required 


Under  Alternative  #5,  12  KC-46A  PAA  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  121  ARW  installation 
at  Rickenbacker  ANGS;  the  121  ARW  would  also  implement  minor  construction  projects  for 
that  conversion  (Table  2.3-29).  The  proposed  construction  projects  would  comply  with 
standards  set  forth  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards  (November  2012). 
AT/FP  requirements  would  also  be  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable.  Proposed  facilities  would 
be  sited  approximately  as  shown  in  Figure  2.3-10.  The  precise  layout  and  design  of  proposed 
facilities  is  in  the  early  planning  stages,  and  therefore,  exact  locations  and  layouts  are  not 
finalized.  Should  locations  and  final  layout  of  the  facilities  differ  substantially  from  those 
anticipated  and  depicted  herein,  further  environmental  analysis  would  be  required.  Each  of  these 
projects  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the  following  sections. 


Implementation  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  beddown  would  require  the  121  ARW  to  ensure  their 
installation  has  properly  sized  and  adequately  configured  facilities  to  support  12  KC-46A 
aircraft.  Although  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS  location  was  deemed  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of 
facilities  to  support  this  beddown,  and  has  facilities  that  currently  meet  the  majority  of  the 
requirements  laid  out  in  Section  2. 1.2.2,  there  remain  some  functional  areas  that  require 
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modification.  Proposed  construction  includes  additions  and  renovations  to  Hangar  885,  an 
addition  to  Hangar  883,  internal  renovations  of  Hangar  888,  modifications  to  the  existing  ramp 
and  taxiway,  and  addition  and  demolition  of  hydrants  and  fuel  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  projects  described  below  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts, 
so  as  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments  through  all 
phases  of  their  life  cycle.  This  may  result  in  primary  facility  costs  exceeding  DoD  costing 
standards,  but  the  initial  investment  in  higher  acquisition  cost  would  be  rewarded  with  lower  life 
cycle  costs.  This  is  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005,  10  USC 
2802,  EO  13423,  and  other  applicable  laws  and  EOs. 


Table  2,3-29,  Proposed  121  ARW  Construction  Projects  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Project  Description 

Total  New 
Construction 
Footprint 
(SF) 

New 

Impervious 

Surface 

(SF) 

Estimated  Year 
of 

Implementation 

Project  #1  -  Addition  and  Modifications  to  Hangar  885  | 

This  project  would  involve  a  4,000  SF  addition  to  the  existing 
Maintenance  Flangar  885  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  modification  of  existing 
spaces  to  address  changes  in  the  Life  Safety  code.  The  Weapons 
System  Trainer  and  the  Boom  Operator  Trainer  would  also  be 
installed  within  this  facility. 

4,000 

0 

FY2015 

1  Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Flangar  883  | 

This  project  would  involve  a  17,290  SF  addition  to  the  existing 
Fuel  Cell  Flangar  883  in  order  to  provide  an  adequately  sized 
hangar  for  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

17,290 

0 

FY2015 

1  Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovation  to  Hangar  888  | 

This  project  would  include  internal  renovations  only  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  space  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage  Trainer. 

0 

0 

FY2015 

1  Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxilane  | 

This  project  would  include  the  renovation  of  338,877  SF  of 
concrete  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  the  taxilane  that  leads 
to  the  hangars  from  the  parking  ramp,  as  well  as  the  end  of  this 
same  parking  ramp. 

338,877 

14,660 

FY2015 

1  Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants  | 

This  project  would  include  the  addition  of  seven  new  fuel 
hydrants.  New  fuel  lines  would  be  added  to  two  of  these 
hydrants,  while  five  would  be  re-piped  from  the  existing  spurs. 
In  addition,  demolition  of  seven  hydrants  would  occur. 
Approximately  8,163  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of 
the  new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines,  while  an  additional  1,206  SF  of 
disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  demolition  of  existing 
hydrants  and  fuel  lines. 

8,163 

0 

FY2015 

Total 

368,330 

14,660 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  FY  =  fiscal  year 
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Addition  and  Modifications  to  Hangar  885 


A  minimum  of  one  Maintenance  Hangar  is  required  to 
support  the  maintenance  and  operations  of  KC-46A. 

Hangars  provide  an  environmentally  controlled  area  to 
perform  maintenance.  The  hangar  bays  require  enough 
space  to  use  the  support  equipment  such  as  stands  and 
carts  to  perform  maintenance  functions.  The  hangars 
will  house  the  maintenance  shops,  tool  cribs,  and 
personnel.  The  KC-46A  is  a  military  derivative  of  a 
commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  and  has  a  slightly 
larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135.  Therefore,  a  4,000  SF  addition  to  Hangar  885  would  need  to 
be  added  in  order  to  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance  hangar.  Interior 
modifications  of  Hangar  885  are  required  to  address  changes  to  Life  Safety  Codes. 


Hangar  885 


Addition  to  Hangar  883 

A  minimum  of  one  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Hangar 
is  required  to  support  the  maintenance  and  operations 
of  KC-46A.  The  Fuel  Systems  Maintenance  Hangar 
provides  space  for  covered  aircraft  maintenance,  shop, 
and  administrative  functions,  and  contains  utilities  and 
safety  systems  required  to  perform  fuel  systems 
maintenance  to  include  pressure  checks  and 
inspections.  Aircraft  hangar  space  is  required  for  on- 
aircraft  open  fuel  cell  maintenance.  The  KC-46A  is  a 
military  derivative  of  a  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
and  has  a  slightly  larger  footprint  than  the  KC-135. 

Therefore,  a  17,290  SF  addition  to  Hangar  885  would  need  to  be  added  in  order  to  accommodate 
the  larger  aircraft  inside  the  maintenance  hangar. 


Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  888 

Internal  renovations  to  Hangar  888  would  be  made  in  order  to  house  the  KC-46A  Fuselage 
Trainer. 
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Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp 

The  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aireraft 
requires  a  minimum  of  8  KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a 
fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  The  correct  pavement 
thickness  and  strength  of  the  parking  ramps  and 
taxiways  is  also  important  to  avoid  damage  to  the 
KC-46A  and/or  to  the  airfield  pavement.  During 
landing,  the  aircraft  is  light  on  fuel  and  the  weight  is 
transferred  from  the  wings  to  the  landing  gear  as  the 
nose  landing  gear  touches  down  and  the  aircraft 
decelerates.  During  takeoff  the  aircraft  is  heavy,  but  as 
the  aircraft  accelerates  the  weight  is  gradually 
transferred  from  the  wheels  to  the  wings.  Thus,  the  majority  of  the  damage  to  the  pavement 
occurs  during  loading  and  taxiing  prior  to  departure.  Additional  concrete  would  need  to  be 
added  to  the  parking  ramp  and  taxilane  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  in  order  to  satisfy  the  thickness  and 
strength  requirements  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  In  addition,  the  taxilanes  would  need  to  be  wide 
enough  to  support  the  turning  radii  of  the  KC-46A.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #5,  the 
renovation  of  338,877  SF  of  concrete  would  be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp  and  the  taxilane 
that  leads  to  the  hangars  from  the  parking  ramp.  Following  the  construction,  there  would  be  an 
increase  of  approximately  14,660  SF  of  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

As  stated  above,  the  proposed  beddown  of  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  requires  a  minimum  of  8 
KC-46A  parking  spots  with  a  fuel  hydrant  at  each  location.  A  fuel  hydrant  system  provides  all 
the  equipment  and  controls  to  provide  clean  fuel  to  fueling  points  in  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 
The  system  reduces  the  amount  of  physical  movement  of  fuel  around  an  airfield.  Under 
Alternative  #5,  seven  new  fuel  hydrants  would  be  added  to  the  existing  parking  ramp.  New  fuel  lines 
will  be  added  to  two  of  these,  while  five  will  be  re-piped  from  the  existing  spurs.  In  addition, 
demolition  of  seven  hydrants  would  occur.  Approximately  8,163  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  new  hydrants  and  fuel  lines,  while  an  additional  1,206  SF  of  disturbance  would  occur  as 
a  result  of  the  demolition  of  existing  hydrants  and  fuel  lines.  Approximately  1,198  SF  of  the  total 
disturbance  occurring  would  be  temporary  disturbance  occurring  on  grassland  areas;  however,  this 
area  would  remain  a  pervious  surface  following  construction. 

23.5.1  Personnel  Changes 

The  121  ARW  currently  is  authorized  1,497  personnel.  Under  Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A 
mission  would  add  an  additional  197  military  positions  to  the  authorized  manning  requirement 
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(approximately  a  13  percent  increase  in  total  personnel).  Changes  to  authorized  personnel  under 
this  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2.3-30. 

Table  2,3-30,  Comparison  of  Currently  Authorized  and  Proposed  121  ARW  Personnel 


Personnel 

Authorized 

Proposed 

Change 

1  Full  Time  | 

Active  Associate  (USAF) 

0 

199 

199 

Active  Guard  and  Reserve 

119 

119 

0 

Dual  Status  Technician  (Guard  civilians,  federal)* 

323 

336 

13 

Non-Dual  Status  (DoD  civilians,  Air  Traffic  Control) 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

442 

654 

212 

1  Part  Time  | 

Drill  Status  Guardsmen 

1,055 

1,040 

-15 

Total  Personnel  Assignments^ 

1,497 

1,694 

197 

Total  Personnel  On  Base 

1,174 

1,358 

184 

Note:  1.  Total  personnel  on  base  is  the  sum  of  all  categories  minus  the  number  of  people  with  two  assignments. 
2.  Some  personnel  work  off-site  but  are  assigned  to  the  unit. 


2.4  No  Action  Alternative 

The  CEQ  regulation  40  CFR  §  1502.14(d)  specifically  requires  analysis  of  the  “No  Action” 
alternative  in  all  NEPA  documents.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  proposed  aircraft 
beddown  would  not  occur,  and  the  NGB  would  not  implement  the  components  described  above 
under  the  five  Action  Alternatives.  There  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft;  use  of  the 
airfield  at  the  proposed  locations;  or  use  of  Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA),  construction,  or 
personnel  assigned  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft  squadron.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  NGB 
would  continue  to  conduct  their  current  mission  using  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  with  multiple 
configurations  and  crews  that  are  not  trained  to  accomplish  every  mission.  This  lack  of 
standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the  fleet  would  continue  to  negatively  impact 
the  ability  for  KC-135  aircrews  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi-role  missions  or  exploit  new 
tactics  and  procedures.  The  continued  use  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  would  not  meet  the  identified 
needs  of  the  NGB  or  the  USAF;  however,  this  alternative  is  carried  forward  for  analysis  in  this 
EIS  per  CEQ  regulations,  and  as  a  baseline  from  which  to  compare  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

2.5  Identification  of  Preferred  Alternative 

The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
beddown.  The  USAF  selected  Pease  ANGS  based  on  an  operational  analysis,  results  of  site 
surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors. 

2.6  Summary  of  Anticipated  Impacts  Among  Alternatives 

Comparing  and  differentiating  among  alternatives  comprises  a  fundamental  premise  of 
NEPA.  A  summary  of  each  alternative,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative,  is  presented  in 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  2  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


2-55 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  2.6-1,  which  can  then  be  used  to  compare  the  anticipated  impacts  of  each  altemative.  A 
summary  and  comparison  of  the  anticipated  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  each 
alternative  for  this  action  is  presented  in  Table  2.6-2. 
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Table  2,6-1,  Summary  of  Alternatives  (Current/Proposed) 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker 

ANGS 

No  Action 
Alternative 

Refueler  Aireraft  Type 

KC-135  / 
KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135  / 
KC-46A 

KC-135/ 

KC-46A 

KC-135/KC-46A 

KC-135  / 
KC-135 

Number  of  Refueler 

Aireraft  (PAA) 

12/12 

8/12 

8/12 

16/12 

18/12 

Same  as  current 

ARW  Refueler  Flying 

Hours 

4,868  /  8,040 

3,687  /  8,040 

6,219/8,040 

6,016/8,040 

7,215/8,040 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Sorties 

1,478/2,010 

1,112/2,010 

1,382/2,010 

1,569/2,010 

2,014/2,010 

Same  as  current 

%  Home- Station  Operations 

64%  /  64% 

75%  /  75% 

44%  /  44% 

59%  /  59% 

64%  /  64% 

Same  as  current 

Home-Station  Sorties 

946/  1,286 

834/  1,508 

614/884 

926/  1,186 

1,289/  1,286 

Same  as  current 

Annual  Airfield  Operations 
Home-Station  —  ANG 

10,452  /  14,562 

8,340/  17,608 

6,140/8,840 

6,943  /  9,226 

6,445/6,857 

Same  as  current 

Total  Actual  Airfield 
Operations  (including 

ANG)  based  on  2012 
FAA/Tower  reports 

24,630/28,740 

62,686/71,875 

37,410/40,110 

139,217/  141,500 

39,436/39,848 

Same  as  current 

Total  FAR  Part  150 
(Baseline  2006/2007) 
Approved  Operations 
(including  ANG) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

321,436'/ 

317,602 

67,160^60,877 

Same  as  current 

Construction  —  new 

Hangar 

modifications; 

ramp/taxiway 

modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

new  fuel 
hydrants;  new 
simulator 
building; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications; 

building 
additions;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 
modifications; 
new  fuel 
hydrants; 
ramp/taxiway 
modifications 

Hangar 

modifications;  new 
fuel  hydrants; 
ramp/  taxiway 
modifications 

None 

Construction  —  renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  building 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

Internal  hangar 
renovations 

None 

Proposed  Personnel  Change 
(ANG  and  active  duty) 

-094 

-f287 

-fl71 

+59 

-fl97 

0 

Notes:  1.  2006  Part  150  Study  data 
2.  2007  Part  150  Study  data 

ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst;  PAA  =  ;Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized;  ARW  =  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  ANG  =  Air  National  Guard;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Noise  1 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by  4, 1 10 
(39  pereent  inerease  in 

190  ARW  operations,  17 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  41  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
inerease  by  9,268  (111 
pereent  inerease  in  108 

WG  operations,  15  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  inerease  by 
1,831  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  inerease  by 

2,700  (44  pereent 
inerease  in  157  ARW 
operations,  7  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
inerease  by  135  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations 
would  deerease  by  3,834 
(29  pereent  deerease 
from  the  eurrently 
published  baseline  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
[2006];  and  a  2  pereent 
inerease  in  aetual  2012 
airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  eontour  would 
deerease  by  79  aeres. 
Impaets  from  noise 
would  be  negligible. 

Airfield  operations  would 
deerease  by  6,283  (48 
pereent  deerease  from  the 
eurrently  published 
baseline  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  [2007];  and  a  1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  airfield  operations). 

Aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
eontour  would  deerease 
by  99  aeres. 

Impaets  from  noise  would 
be  negligible. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  The  noise 
environment  at  eaeh  of  the  five 
alternative  airfields  would 
eontinue  to  be  managed  through 
their  existing  AtCUZ  or  FAR 

Part  150  airfield  eompatibility 
programs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  Noise  impaets  at  any 
of  the  alternative  installations 
under  the  No  Aetion  Alternative. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Air  Quality  | 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located 
in  an  attainment  area  for 
all  criteria  pollutants. 
While  there  would  be 
increases  in  operational 
criteria  pollutant 
emissions,  they  would  be 
below  the  PSD 
threshold,  and  would  not 
be  significant.  Impacts 
from  construction 
emissions  and 
operational  HAP 
emissions  would  be 
negligible. 

The  108  WG  installation  is 
in  a  nonattainment  area  for 
03  (marginal 
nonattainment)  and 
maintenance  area  for 

PM2.5  and  CO,  and  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 

Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants,  except  NOx, 
which  would  be  above  the 
de  minimis  threshold  of  100 
tpy.  A  conformity 
determination  will  be 
prepared.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions  and 
operational  HAP  emissions 
are  negligible. 

The  Pease  ANGS 
installation  is  in  a 
maintenance  area  for 

03,  and  is  therefore 
subject  to  de  minimis 
thresholds.  Impacts 
from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all 
criteria  pollutants. 

Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP 
emissions  are 
negligible. 

The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
located  within  a  non¬ 
attainment  area  for 

PM2.5,  a  moderate 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  1997  8-hour  03 
standard,  and  is 
classified  as  a  marginal 
nonattainment  area  for 
the  2008  8-hour  03 
standard,  according  to  40 
CFR  81.339.  The 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  is 
therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds. 
Impacts  from  proposed 
operational  emissions 
would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria 
pollutants.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

The  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
is  located  in  a 
nonattainment  area  for  the 
03  and  PM2.5  NAAQS. 
While  there  are  increases 
in  operational  criteria 
pollutant  emissions,  they 
are  below  the  PSD/de 
minimis  thresholds  for  all 
pollutants  and  are  not 
significant.  Impacts  from 
constmction  emissions 
and  operational  FLAP 
emissions  are  negligible. 

Air  Quality  at  each  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
currently  is.  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  Emissions  at  each 
of  the  alternative  installations 
would  continue  to  be  in 
compliance  with  their  respective 
SIPs.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  to  Air  Quality 
at  each  alternative  installation 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Safety  | 

There  would  be  a  39 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

1 90  ARW  airfield 
operations  (17  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Forbes 

Field  Airport  with 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  1 1 1 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 

108  WG  airfield  operations 
(15  pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at  JB 
MDL  with  a  eommensurate 
inerease  in  mishap  and 
BASF!  potential. 

There  would  be  a  44 
pereent  inerease  in 
aetual  157  ARW 
airfield  operations  (7 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Portsmouth  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  33 
pereent  inerease  in  aetual 
2012  171  ARW  airfield 
operations  (2  pereent 
inerease  in  total  airfield 
operations)  at  Pittsburgh 
lAP  with  a 

eommensurate  inerease 
in  mishap  and  BASF! 
potential. 

There  would  be  a  6 
pereent  inerease  over  the 
aetual  2012  121  ARW 
airfield  operations  (1 
pereent  inerease  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at 
Riekenbaeker  LAP  with  a 
eommensurate  inerease  in 
mishap  and  BASH 
potential. 

Both  ground  and  flight  safety  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

Eaeh  of  the  five  installations 
would  retain  the  KC-135  aireraft 
and  would  eontinue  to  fly  the 
aireraft  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  approximately  the  same 
number  of  airfield  operations  as 
they  eurrently  do.  There  would 
be  no  additional  impaets  to 

Safety  under  the  No  Aetion 
Alternative. 

Constmetion  aetivities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  teehniques.  During  eonstmetion,  standard  eonstmetion  safety  proeedures 
would  be  employed,  and  striet  adherenee  to  all  applieable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  proeedures  would  further  minimize  the 
relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  eonstmetion  aetivities.  Impaets  to  safety  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

Soils  and  Water  | 

There  would  be 
approximately  5.9  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  no  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.7  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  2.4  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  3.0  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  0.5 
aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  4.3  aeres 
of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  and  2.0  aeres 
of  new  impervious 
surfaee  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  eonstmetion. 

There  would  be 
approximately  8.5  aeres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbanee 
and  0.3  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed 
eonstmetion. 

Soils  and  Water  Resourees  at 
eaeh  alternative  airfield  would 
remain  as  they  eurrently  are. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impaets  to  Soils  and  Water 
Resourees  as  a  result  of  the  No 
Aetion  alternative. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion, 
mnoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstmetion 
praetiees  would  be  implemented.  In  addition,  as  the 
eonstmetion  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the 
surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the 
Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this 
alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

To  minimize  potential  impaets  assoeiated  with  erosion,  mnoff,  and  sedimentation, 
standard  eonstmetion  praetiees  would  be  implemented.  Proposed  eonstmetion 
would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Aet 
does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  As  a  result,  impaets  to  soil  and  water  resourees 
would  be  negligible. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Biological  Resources  I 

No  impacts  to  vegetation 
and  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be 
impereeptibly  benefieial 
due  to  the  slight  decrease 
in  noise. 

39  percent  increase  in 

190  ARW  (17  percent 
increase  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  due 
to  constmction  would  be 
negligible. 

No  speeial  status  species 
or  eritieal  habitat  is 
known  to  oeeur  on 

Forbes  Field  Airport; 
therefore,  there  would  be 
no  impacts  to  these 
species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  minor. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  expected  to  be 
minor  due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and  the 
temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

Ill  percent  inerease  in  108 
WG  (15  percent  inerease  in 
total)  airfield  operations 
may  result  in  a  slight 
inereased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes 
to  occur,  including  those 
with  migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  speeies 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  oceur  on  McGuire  Field. 
Six  state  listed  species  are 
known  to  oecur  on 

McGuire  Field.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  and  impaets 
to  state  listed  speeies  would 
be  minor. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from 
operational  noise  would 
be  expected  to  be  minor 
due  to  the  slight 
increase  in  noise  and 
the  temporary  nature  of 
constmetion. 

44  percent  inerease  in 

157  ARW  (7  pereent 
inerease  in  total)  airfield 
operations  may  result  in 
a  slight  inereased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 
No  federally  listed 
species  or  eritieal 
habitat  is  known  to 
occur  on  Portsmouth 
lAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  species. 

Impacts  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  signifieant  impacts  to 
wetlands. 

Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational 
noise  would  be  minor 
due  to  the  33  percent 
increase  in  171  ARW 
airfield  operations.  This 
small  inerease  in  the 
airfield  operations  may 
also  result  in  a  slight 
increased  opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  oceur, 
including  those  with 
migratory  birds. 

No  federally  listed  or 
critical  habitat  is  known 
to  occur  on  Pittsburgh 

LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impacts  to 
federally  listed  species. 
There  would  be  no 
impacts  to  state  listed 
species. 

Impaets  to  vegetation 
would  be  negligible. 

No  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Impaets  to  wildlife  speeies 
from  operational  noise 
would  be  minor  due  to  the 

6  percent  increase  in  121 
ARW  airfield 
operations.  This  small 
increase  in  the  airfield 
operations  may  also  result 
in  a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for 
bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  to  occur,  including 
those  with  migratory 
birds. 

Impacts  to  state  listed 
species  would  be  minor. 

No  federally  listed  speeies 
or  eritieal  habitat  is  known 
to  oeeur  on  Rickenbaeker 
LAP;  therefore,  there 
would  be  no  impaets  to 
federally  listed  speeies. 

There  would  be  no  change  to 
Biological  Resources  under  this 
alternative. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Biological  Resources 
as  a  result  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Cultural  Resources  | 

Construction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements. 

Minor  interior 
modifications  to 

Building  679  would  not 
affect  the  NRHP- 
eligibility  of  the  building. 
The  Kansas  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  and 
no  known  traditional 
resources  are  known  to 
occur.  Two  responses 
have  been  received  from 
the  Kaw  Nation  and  the 
Wichita  and  Affiliated 
Tribes  stating  that  they 
have  no  objection  to  the 
Proposed  Action. 
Additional  efforts  were 
made  to  contact  non- 
responsive  tribes 
without  success.  While 
the  NGB  and  the  USAF 
values  its  relationship 
with  all  tribes  and  will 
continue  to  consult  on 
other  planning  efforts 

Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
primarily  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  A 
small  amount  of 
constmction  (0.15  acre) 
would  occur  in  forested 
area  near  this  developed 
area.  Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys  at 
McGuire  Field,  the  area  of 
proposed  constmction  does 
not  contain  any  known 
NRFlP-eligible  sites  and  is 
considered  to  have  a  low 
potential  for  containing 
buried  materials.  The  New 
Jersey  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  these 
findings.  No  traditional 
resources  have  been 
identified.  Responses  from 
the  Delaware  Tribe  of 
Indians  and  the  Delaware 
Nation  stated  that  their 
review  indicated  no 
religious  or  culturally 
significant  sites  in  the  area. 
SHPO  consultation  for  this 
EIS  has  provided 
concurrence  that  no  historic 
properties  would  be 

Based  on  previous 
archaeological  surveys 
on  the  installation,  the 
area  of  proposed 
constmction  does  not 
contain  any  known 
NRHP-eligible  sites  or 
traditional  resources. 
Constmction  activities 
associated  with  this 
alternative  would  be 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements.  The 
New  Hampshire  SHPO 
has  concurred  with 
these  findings.  The 
Penobscot  Indian 

Nation  is  the  only 
federally-recognized 
tribal  entity  affiliated 
with  Pease  ANGS,  and 
has  responded  stating 
that  they  have  no  issues 
with  the  Proposed 

Action.  No  impacts  to 
cultural  impacts  would 
be  expected  to  occur. 

The  installation  contains 
no  known  traditional 
resources.  Given  the 
extensive  development 
on  the  installation,  it  is 
unlikely  that  there  are 
traditional  resources 
located  at  the  Pittsburgh 
ANGS.  Constmction 
activities  associated  with 
this  alternative  are 
limited  to  the  developed 
areas  of  the  installation, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of 
the  aircraft  hangars  and 
airfield  pavements  and 
all  impacts  would  be 
negligible. 

Correspondence  has 
been  received  from  all 
tribes  consulted 
including  the  Seneca 
Nation  of  Indians,  the 
Cayuga  Nation  of  New 
York,  the  Tonowanda 
Band  of  Seneca, 

Tuscarora  Nation  of 

New  York,  and  the 
Onondaga  Nation  of 

New  York  stating  that 
they  have  no  objection  to 
the  Proposed  Action 

Constmction  activities  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 
would  be  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in 
the  areas  of  the  aircraft 
hangars  and  airfield 
pavements.  The 
installation  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  for 
cultural  resources  and  no 
traditional  cultural 
resources  are  known  to 
exist  in  the  area.  The  one 
significant  archaeological 
resource  that  is  located 
within  the  installation  is 
not  within  the  proposed 
constmction  areas  and 
would  not  be  impacted. 

Two  NRHP-eligible 
hangars  (883  and  885) 
could  be  adversely 
impacted  by  constmction 
under  this  alternative. 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  have 
developed  a 

Programmatic 

Agreement  stating  that  if 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB 

2  KC-46A  beddown, 
additional  consultation 
would  be  conducted  to 
minimize  and  mitigate 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Cultural  Resources  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  they  currently  are. 

None  of  the  proposed  facility 
constmction/reno various  would 
occur  at  any  of  the  installations, 
and  thus,  there  would  be  no 
potential  impacts  to  facilities  that 
are  eligible  for  listing  on  the 

NRHP.  There  would  be  no 
surface  disturbance  from 
constmction  activities,  and  thus 
no  potential  to  impact  unknown 
archaeological  resources.  There 
would  be  no  additional  impacts 
to  Cultural  Resources  as  a  result 
of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

or  matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes,  Section  106 
consultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Forbes  ANGS  is  now 
complete. 

affected  under  the  proposed 
action. 

adverse  effects  to  these 
buildings. 

Correspondence  has  been 
received  from  the  Peoria 
Tribe  of  Indians,  the 
Pokagon  Band  of 
Potawatomi  Indians,  the 
Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  of 

North  Dakota,  the 

Delaware  Nation,  and  the 
Shawnee  Tribe  who 
indicated  that  they  had  no 
objection  to  the  proposed 
project.  Additional 
efforts  were  made  to 
contact  non-responsive 
tribes  without  success. 
While  the  NGB  and  the 
USAF  values  its 
relationship  with  all 
tribes  and  will  continue 
to  consult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or 
matters  of  known  or 
potential  interest  to 
tribes.  Section  106 
consultation  on  the 
KC-46A  MOB  2 
proposed  alternative  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
now  complete. 

1  Land  Use  | 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
increase  by  4, 1 1 0  ( 1 7 
percent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would  increase 
by  9,268  (15  percent). 

Total  annual  airfield 
operations  would 
increase  by  2,700  (44 
percent). 

Airfield  operations 
would  decrease  by  3,834 
(29  percent  decrease) 
from  the  currently 

The  number  of  airfield 
operations  would  decrease 
by  6,283  (48  percent 
decrease)  from  the 

Land  Use  at  each  alternative 
airfield  would  remain  as  it 
currently  is.  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the 
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Forbes  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
decrease  by  41  acres  (55 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property). 
Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would  be 
compatible  with  current 
land  use  and  zoning 
designations  and  would 
result  in  imperceptibly 
beneficial  impacts  by 
reducing  the  off-airport 
areas  currently  exposed 
to  a  DNL  between  65  dB 
and  70  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


JBMDL 


Acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  off  DoD-controlled 
property  would  increase  by 
419  acres.  An  additional  8 
acres  of  residential  use 
areas  would  be  exposed  to 
greater  than  65  dB  DNL. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would 
not  change  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  minor  adverse 
impacts  due  to  an  increase 
in  off-airport  areas 
(including  residential  areas) 
exposed  to  a  DNL  between 
65  dB  and  75  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not  be 
affected. 


Pease  ANGS 


Acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater) 
noise  contour  would 
increase  by  135  acres. 
Of  this  increase  in 
acreage,  4  acres  would 
be  off  airport-controlled 
property. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due 
to  the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A. 

This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  due  to  an 
increase  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would 
not  be  affected. 


Pittsburgh  ANGS 


published  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility 
Program  (2006),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  79  acres.  There 
would  be  a  decrease  of 
approximately  23  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property.  Current  land 
use  and  zoning 
designations  would  not 
change  due  to  the  basing 
oftheKC-46A.  This 
alternative  would  result 
in  negligible  impacts  in 
off-airport  areas  exposed 
to  a  DNL  above  65  dB. 
Airport  Hazard  Areas 
would  not  be  affected. 


Rickenbacker  ANGS 


currently  published  FAR 
Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Program 
(2007),  and  the  acreage 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
(and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease 
by  99  acres. 

Decrease  of  72  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  that  are  off 
airport-controlled 
property,  resulting  in  345 
acres  off  airport- 
controlled  property  that  lie 
within  the  65  dB  contour. 

Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations 
would  not  change  due  to 
the  basing  of  the  KC-46A. 
This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible 
impacts  in  off-airport 
areas  exposed  to  a  DNL 
above  65  dB.  Airport 
Hazard  Areas  would  not 
be  affected. 


No  Action  Alternative 


KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the 
same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number 
of  airfield  operations  as  they 
currently  do.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impaets  to  Land  Use 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative 
at  any  of  the  alternative  locations. 
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Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Infrastructure  and  Transportation  | 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is 
expected  that  the  existing  infrastmcture  is  generally  adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative. 
Impacts  to  infrastmcture  resulting  from  constmction  would  be  negligible  since  any  intermption  of  utility  services  or  increased  demand  on 
infrastmcture  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to  infrastmcture  would  be  negligible. 

Infrastmcture  and  Transportation 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  they  currently 
are.  There  would  be  no  change 
to  the  based  personnel  at  any  of 
the  alternative  locations.  There 
would  be  no  increase  in  use  of 
various  utilities  or  roadway 
systems  under  this  alternative. 
There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  2  -  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 


2-65 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  | 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  190 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

One  of  the  ERP  Sites, 

SS-39,  overlaps  with  a 
portion  of  the  existing  fuel 
hydrants  that  would  be 
capped,  as  well  as  the 
proposed  addition  to 

Hangar  3336.  Remedial 
investigation  is  on-going 
with  this  site.  It  is 
recommended  that  a  vapor 
intmsion  analysis/testing  is 
completed  prior  to 
constmction  to  investigate 
any  potential  concern.  If 
testing  indicates  a  vapor 
intmsion  concern,  the 
installation  would 
implement  practices  in 
accordance  with  site- 
specific  vapor  mitigation 
design  considerations.  If 
contaminated  media  were 
encountered  during  the 
course  of  site  preparation 
or  site  development,  work 
would  cease  until  108  WG 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and  state 
agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 
ERP  sites.  Impacts 
relative  to  hazardous 
materials  and  wastes 
would  be  negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP 
site  that  overlaps 
proposed  constmction  is 
closed.  However,  if 
contaminated  media 
were  encountered  during 
the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work 
would  cease  until  171 
ARW  Program 

Managers  establish  an 
appropriate  course  of 
action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

There  would  be  no 
expected  impact  from 

ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP  site 
that  overlaps  proposed 
constmction  is  closed. 
However,  if  contaminated 
media  are  encountered 
during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  or  site 
development,  work  would 
cease  until  121  ARW 
Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  action  for  the 
constmction  project  to 
ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification 
requirements  are  met. 
Impacts  relative  to 
hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be 
negligible. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 
at  each  alternative  installation 
would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative  location.  The  benefit 
of  eliminating  ozone  depleting 
substances  with  the  KC-46A 
would  not  be  realized. 

The  throughput  and  management 
of  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  not  change  from 
baseline  conditions. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Hazardous  Materials 
and  Wastes  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL  Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

There  would  not  be  an  inereased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this  alternative.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  needed 
for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of 
the  KC-135  fleet.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  eonstmetion  aetivities  would  be  managed  per 
applieable  USAF  regulations. 

Socioeconomics  | 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  eonstmetion  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible  resulting  from  eonstmetion  payrolls  and  materials 
purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from  proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

Socioeconomics  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  The  minor  economic 
benefit  of  additional  based 
personnel  and  eonstmetion 
activity  would  not  occur  at  any  of 
the  alternative  installations. 

There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Socioeconomics  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Table  2,6-2,  Summary  of  Impacts 


Forbes  ANGS 

JBMDL 

Pease  ANGS 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  | 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
ineluding  no  minority  or 
low-ineome  populations, 
and  no  additional  sehools 
loeated  within  the 
vieinity  of  Forbes  Field 
Airport  exposed  to  a 

DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impaets 
to  minority  or  low- 
ineome  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
speeial  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

The  percentage  of  minority 
and  low-income  persons 
affected  would  remain 
approximately  the  same  as 
baseline. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to 
minority  or  low- income 
populations.  The  child 
development  center  that  is 
currently  under  the  65  dB 
contour  would  be  located 
under  the  70  dB  contour. 
There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

There  are  no  residential 
areas  within  the  noise 
contours.  No  additional 
schools  would  be 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Portsmouth 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate 
impacts  to  minority  or 
low-income  populations 
and  no  special  health  or 
safety  risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low-income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
located  within  the 
vicinity  of  Pittsburgh 
lAP  exposed  to  a  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations. 

There  would  be  no 
special  health  or  safety 
risks  to  children. 

There  would  be  no 
residential  populations, 
including  no  minority  or 
low- income  populations, 
and  no  additional  schools 
exposed  to  a  DNL  of  65 
dB  or  above. 

There  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts 
to  minority  or  low-income 
populations. 

There  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to 
children. 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children  at  each 
alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  section  for  each 
alternative.  There  were  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to  low- 
income,  minority,  or  children 
identified  under  any  of  the  action 
alternatives.  There  would  be  no 
additional  impacts  as  a  result  of 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Notes:  190  ARW  =  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  dB  =  decibel;  DNL  =  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level;  DoD  =  Department  of  Defense;  108  WG  =  108*’  Wing;  157  ARW  =  157*  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  FAR  =  Federal  Aviation  Regulations;  AICUZ  =  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone;  ANGS  =  Air  National  Guard  Station;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant 


Deterioration;  HAP  =  hazardous  air  pollutant;  O3  =  ozone;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen; 
tpy  =  tons  per  year;  CFR  =  Code  of  Federal  Regulations;  SIP  =  State  Implementation  Plan;  BASH  =  Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix- 
Lakehurst;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  171  ARW  =  17U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  121  ARW  =  12U*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  NRHP  =  National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  SHPO  =  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office;  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program;  EBP  =  lead-based  paint;  ACM  =  asbestos-containing  material;  USAF  =  United  States  Air  Force 
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2,7  Mitigation 

Mitigation  measures  avoid,  minimize,  remediate,  or  compensate  for  environmental  impacts. 
CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR  1508.20)  define  mitigation  to  include  the  following: 

1 .  Avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a  certain  action  or  parts  of  an  action. 

2.  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action,  and  its 
implementation. 

3.  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the  affected  environment. 

4.  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  preservation  and  maintenance 
operations  during  the  life  of  the  action. 

5.  Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing  substitute  resources  or 
environments. 

Avoiding,  minimizing,  or  reducing  potential  impacts  has  been  a  priority  guiding  the  development 
of  the  KC-46A  alternatives  and  the  proposed  aircraft  operations  associated  with  each.  Measures 
to  minimize  impacts  are  designed  into  the  alternatives;  applied  to  construction,  operation,  or 
maintenance  involved  in  the  action;  or  implemented  as  compensatory  measures. 

Depending  on  which  base  is  eventually  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  there  are 
potential  mitigation  actions  that  will  be  required.  These  mitigation  actions  would  be  carried 
forward  in  implementing  the  selected  alternative  .  Listed  below  are  the  potential  mitigations  that 
could  be  required  at  JB  MDL  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS.  The  proponent  of  the  action  is 
responsible  for  ensuring  that  mitigations  are  carried  forward.  No  mitigation  actions  have  been 
identified  for  Forbes  ANGS,  Pease  ANGS,  and  Pittsburgh  ANGS. 

If  JB  MDL  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  mitigation  for  air  quality  would  be 
required.  The  108  WG  installation  is  in  a  nonattainment  area  for  O3  (marginal  nonattainment), 
and  maintenance  area  for  CO  and  PM2.5,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  de  minimis  thresholds  (see 
Section  4.2.2  and  Appendix  F).  Impacts  from  proposed  operational  emissions  would  be  less  than 
significant  for  all  criteria  pollutants,  except  NOx,  which  would  be  above  the  de  minimis  threshold 
of  100  tpy.  If  JB  MDL  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  a  conformity 
determination  must  be  completed,  demonstrating  compliance  with  the  SIP,  prior  to  signature  of 
the  ROD. 

If  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  mitigation  for  adverse 
impacts  to  cultural  resources  could  be  required  (see  Section  4.5.6).  Two  of  the  hangars  (885  and 
888)  proposed  for  additions,  modifications,  and  renovations  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  Ohio 
SHPO  concurred  with  the  eligibility  determination.  Hangar  885  would  have  an  addition  and 
renovations  inside  to  house  the  new  aircraft  and  support  facilities.  Because  these  renovations 
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would  alter  a  structure  that  is  considered  eligible  for  the  NRHP,  the  construction  would  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  a  historic  property.  Modification  to  Hangar  888  would  all  be  interior;  however, 
they  could  have  an  adverse  effect  to  this  NRHP-eligible  resource.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the 
Ohio  SHPO  have  developed  a  Programmatic  Agreement  stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  further  consultation  would  be  conducted  to 
minimize  and  mitigate  adverse  effects  (see  Appendix  B,  Section  B3). 

Following  signature  of  the  ROD,  a  Mitigation  Plan  will  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  32  CFR 
989.22(d).  The  Mitigation  Plan  will  address  specific  mitigations  identified  for  the  selected 
alternative  and  agreed  to  during  the  environmental  impact  analysis  process. 
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CHAPTER  3  EXISTING  CONDITIONS 


This  section  describes  the  natural  and  human  environment  that  would  be  affected  by 
implementation  of  the  various  alternatives  described  in  Chapter  2.  In  describing  the  affected 
environment,  a  framework  for  understanding  the  potential  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  effects 
of  each  alternative,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative  is  provided. 

As  directed  by  guidelines  contained  in  NEPA,  CEQ  regulations,  and  32  CER  989,  Environmental 
Impact  Analysis  Process,  the  description  of  the  affected  environment  focuses  only  on  those 
resource  areas  potentially  subject  to  impacts  and  should  be  commensurate  with  the  anticipated 
level  of  environmental  impact. 

The  affected  environment  is  described  for  1 1  resource  topics:  Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety,  Soils 
and  Water,  Biological  Resources,  Cultural  Resources,  Land  Use,  Infrastructure  and 
Transportation,  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste,  Socioeconomics,  and  Environmental  Justice  and 
the  Protection  of  Children.  The  following  sections  reference  Appendix  A,  which  presents  an 
introduction  that  defines  each  of  the  resources  addressed  in  the  section,  summarizes  applicable 
laws  and  regulations  that  apply  to  all  installations,  defines  key  terms  as  necessary,  and  describes 
the  general  ROI  within  which  the  effects  from  implementation  of  the  various  alternatives  are 
anticipated  to  occur.  The  ROI  varies  from  resource  to  resource,  but  in  general,  effects  from  the 
proposed  activities  are  expected  to  be  concentrated  around  each  of  the  alternative  installations. 
A  more  specific  ROI  for  each  installation/resource  is  described  within  each  Chapter  3  section 
that  follows,  as  are  any  local/regional  regulations. 

3.1  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Eorbes  ANGS,  home  of  the  190  ARW  of  KS  ANG,  is  located  approximately  5  miles  south  of 
Topeka  in  Shawnee  County,  Kansas.  The  190  ARW  base  is  situated  on  the  northwest  side  of 
Eorbes  Eield  Airport,  a  municipal  airport  owned  and  operated  by  MTAA. 

3.1.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  located  within  a  commercial 
airport  with  a  published  Eederal  Aviation  Regulations  (EAR)  Part  150  Airport  Noise 
Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for  use  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration’s  (FAA’s) 
Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM)  to  generate  DNL  noise  contours;  however,  if  the  primary  noise 
generator  are  military  aircraft,  NOISEMAP  may  also  be  used.  For  this  noise  analysis,  the  USAF 
generated  DNL  noise  files  reflecting  2012  airport  operations  using  NOISEMAP,  a  computer 
program  used  to  model  noise  exposure  in  the  vicinity  of  military  airfields.  For  commercial 
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airfields,  the  most  current  and  approved  FAR  Part  150  noise  files  were  used  for  the  baseline 
conditions  and  airfield  operations  and  for  noise  impacts,  these  baselines  were  used  for  analysis. 
For  other  resource  areas,  the  most  current  2012  FAA/airport  airfield  operational  data  was  used. 
For  more  detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods,  see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

3 . 1 . 1 . 1  Baseline  Operations 

In  1984,  the  MTAA  published  a  noise  study  in  support  of  the  1984  Airport  Master  Plan  Update 
(Johnson  2013)  and  represents  1982  operational  levels  (Forbes  Field  Airport  1984).  Due  to  the 
age  of  the  data,  and  because  the  military  aircraft  (KC-135  and  Army  National  Guard  HH-60’s) 
are  the  prominent  aircraft  based  at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  the  USAF  completed  a  new  study  to 
estimate  baseline  noise  exposure  using  the  NOISEMAP  computer  program.  The  new  study  was 
completed  to  reflect  2012  airport  operations  and  is  used  as  the  baseline  for  this  analysis. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  May  2013,  approximately  24,630  total  aircraft 
operations  occurred  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  during  the  12-month  period  ending  December  2012 
(Forbes  ANGS  2013).  An  aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft  departs  from  the 
runway  and  each  time  they  approach  the  runway.  Table  3. 1.1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of 
aircraft  operations  for  Forbes  Field  Airport  based  on  information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying 
organizations,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel.  The  majority  of  aircraft  traffic  includes  air 
cargo,  commercial  regional  jets  (air  taxi),  and  larger  commercial  aircraft  and  other  based  military 
aircraft,  along  with  based  ANG  KC-135  aircraft.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at 
an  installation  varies  from  day  to  day,  for  Forbes  Field  Airport,  operations  were  calculated  for  an 
average  busy  day  for  military  aircraft  and  an  average  annual  day  (AAD)  for  civilian  aircraft. 
Yearly  operations  were  averaged  over  the  number  of  flying  days  flown  (260  days)  for  military 
aircraft  and  across  all  365  days  of  the  year  for  civilian  aircraft.  Table  3. 1.1-1  reflects  a  total  of 
approximately  79  total  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (10,452  divided  by  260  days  plus  14,178 
divided  by  365  days)  flown  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  Approximately  8  percent  of  the  total 
operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00 
a.m.). 


Table  3, 1,1-1,  Current  Forbes  Field  Airport  Annual  Aircraft  Operations 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Nighf 

Totaf 

KC-135 

4,541 

685 

4,390 

836 

8,931 

1,521 

10,452 

Other  Aircraft^ 

6,848 

241 

6,848 

241 

13,696 

482 

14,178 

Total 

11,389 

926 

11,238 

1,077 

22,627 

2,003 

24,630 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
L-101 1,  MD-80,  Lear  35,  and  HH-60. 

Source:  Forbes  ANGS  2013. 
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Using  the  2012  baseline  data,  the  190  ARW  KC-135  aircraft  flew  a  total  of  10,452  annual 
airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  40  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  15  percent  of 
the  total  KC-135  operations  occur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  42  percent  of 
total  operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  are  accomplished  by  the  190  ARW  KC-135  aircraft. 

3 . 1 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Forbes  Field  Airport  aircraft  use  straight  out  departures,  straight  in  approaches.  Instrument  Flight 
Rule  (IFR)  or  radar  closed  patterns,  and  Visual  Flight  Rule  (VFR)  closed  patterns  as  the  basic 
flight  patterns  for  training,  local  arrival,  and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival, 
departure,  and  closed  pattern  flight  tracks  are  found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise. 

3 . 1 . 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  are  shown  in  Figure 
3. 1.1-1.  The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  Forbes  Field  Airport  property  is 
shown  in  Table  3. 1.1 -2  for  the  baseline  condition.  Approximately  971  acres  are  exposed  to  DNL 
greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB.  Detailed  information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a 
DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be  found  in  Section  3.1.7,  Land  Use. 

Table  3, 1,1-2,  Acres  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Forbes  Field  Airport 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On-Airport 

(acres) 

Off-Airport 

(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

448 

165 

613 

70-75 

308 

0 

308 

75-80 

50 

0 

50 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

Greater  than  85 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

806 

165 

971 

Note:  dB  =  decibel 
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Potential  Hearing  Loss 

There  is  no  property  off  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  that  falls  within  the  baseline  80+  dB  DNL  noise 
eontour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  currently  associated  with  these  areas. 

3. 1.1. 4  Forbes  Field  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Procedures 

Forbes  Field  Airport  has  no  published  noise  abatement  procedures.  The  117*  Air  Refueling 
Squadron  (117  ARS)  (a  squadron  of  the  190  ARW)  has  one  noise  abatement  procedure  published 
in  their  In-Flight  Guide  (117  ARS  2011)  that  requires  pilots  to  avoid  overflight  of  a  housing  area 
located  2  nautical  miles  (nm)  west  of  Runway  13.  This  published  procedure  minimizes  flying 
activities  of  the  117  ARS  that  could  adversely  affect  its  neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduce  noise 
impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations. 

3 . 1 . 1 .5  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  Noise  Complaint  Procedures 

Currently,  noise  complaints  are  handled  through  the  MTAA.  There  have  been  no  recent  noise 
complaints  (Johnson  2013). 

3,1.2  Air  Quality 

3 . 1 . 2 . 1  Regulatory  S  etting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and 
Environment  Bureau  of  Air  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality  within  the 
state  of  Kansas.  The  state  of  Kansas  regulates  air  quality  through  the  Kansas  Air  Quality  Act, 
Section  65.3001  through  65.3030  of  the  Kansas  Air  Quality  Statues,  and  the  Kansas  Air  Quality 
Regulations,  Section  28,  Article  19  of  the  Kansas  Administrative  Regulations.  The  state  of 
Kansas  has  not  adopted  separate  ambient  air  quality  standards  from  the  NAAQS.  The  NAAQS 
are  summarized  in  Table  3. 1.2-1. 
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Table  3, 1,2-1,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pg/mb 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pg/m^) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m" 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

30-Day  Average 

— 

— 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 

Forbes  ANGS,  home  of  the  190  ARW  of  the  KS  ANG,  is  loeated  on  Forbes  Field  Airport, 
approximately  5  miles  south  of  Topeka  in  Shawnee  County,  Kansas.  The  U.S.  environmental 
Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  has  classified  the  state  of  Kansas  as  an  attainment/unclassified  area 
for  all  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore  not  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity 
Rule. 

The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
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used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 

3. 1.2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

The  state  of  Kansas  has  a  continental  climate,  meaning  that  it  is  not  influenced  by  any  major 
bodies  of  water.  Summers  are  warm  with  the  majority  of  annual  precipitation  occurring  from 
April  through  September.  Winters  tend  to  be  cold  with  an  occasional  mild  period  and  moderate 
snowfall  amounts.  Much  of  the  severe  weather  for  which  Kansas  is  often  noted  is  due  to  weather 
patterns  that  bring  cold  dry  air  into  contact  with  warm  moist  air  over  the  state.  There  are  many 
severe  thunderstorms  each  year  with  an  average  of  1 1 1  tornadoes  per  year  in  the  state  (High 
Plains  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

Annual  average  temperatures  in  Topeka  range  from  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  43.5 
degrees  Fahrenheit  (°F)  to  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  65.8“F,  with  a  yearly  average  of 
54.6°F  (Western  Regional  Climate  Center  2013).  January  is  the  coldest  month,  with  average 
minimum  temperatures  of  17.6°F.  July  is  the  hottest  month  in  the  area,  with  average  maximum 
temperatures  reaching  89.7°F.  In  the  Topeka  area,  average  annual  precipitation  (1948-2012)  was 
34.77  inches  (High  Plains  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

The  prevailing  wind  direction  for  the  state  of  Kansas  is  from  the  south.  The  average  annual  wind 
speed  for  Topeka  is  10.4  miles  per  hour  (High  Plains  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

3. 1.2. 3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  area  surrounding  Forbes  Field  Airport  is  mainly  used  for  agriculture,  with  some 
development  in  the  surrounding  areas  to  the  north,  west,  and  south.  The  USEPA’s  National 
Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Shawnee  County.  Table  3. 1.2-2 
summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide  sources,  and  mobile)  of  criteria 
pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 
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Table  3, 1,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Shawnee  County,  Kansas 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  | 

Stationary  Sources 

2,143 

2,009 

3,853 

6,036 

635 

342 

Area- Wide  Source 

3,866 

7,543 

410 

34 

17,149 

2,117 

Mobile  Sources 

31,885 

6,840 

2,902 

77 

348 

280 

Total 

37,894 

16,392 

7,165 

6,147 

18,132 

2,739 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant. 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3. 1.2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  190  ARW  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3. 1.2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  station  to  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  is  located  in 
Topeka,  and  monitors  ozone  (O3),  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter 
(PMio),  and  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5).  The  closest 
monitoring  station  to  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  that  monitors  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen 
dioxide  (NO2),  and  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  is  located  in  Kansas  City.  Values  measured  at  the 
Kansas  City  monitoring  station  are  likely  to  be  conservative  because  Kansas  City  is  more 
developed  than  the  Forbes  Field  Airport  area. 


As  shown  in  Table  3. 1.2-3,  some  O3  exceedances  have  been  measured  in  Topeka  during  the 
recent  5 -year  period;  however,  the  area  has  not  been  designated  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  O3. 
One  exceedance  of  the  24-hour  PM2.5  standard  was  measured  in  201 1;  however,  that  exceedance 
was  attributed  to  an  exceptional  event.  The  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  exceeded  in  2008  and 
2010;  however,  the  99*  percentile  did  not  exceed  the  standard.  The  data  show  that  the  area  did 
not  experience  violations  of  all  other  NAAQS. 
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Table  3, 1,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  Topeka  and  Kansas  City,  Kansas 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.068 

0.068 

0.082 

0.084 

0.085 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

0 

0 

2 

4 

8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

26.6 

35.6 

29.1 

40.8 

35.2 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  |ig/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (|ig/m^) 

10 

8.7 

9 

9.9 

8.6 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

51 

78 

72 

76 

67 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

2.2 

2.4 

2.1 

2.3 

3.3 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

1.8 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

2.0 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.066 

0.062 

0.077 

0.061 

0.064 

98*  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.062 

0.045 

0.054 

0.053 

0.052 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1  Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.090 

0.050 

0.081 

0.065 

0.071 

99*  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.043 

0.043 

0.049 

0.048 

0.050 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)* 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.017 

0.015 

0.013 

0.012 

0.013 

Notes:  1 .  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  20 10. 

Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source:  USEPA  2013a. 

3. 1.2. 5  190‘^  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  190  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  12  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  190  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aerospace  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

Emissions  for  the  190  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2006  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(190  ARW  2008a).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  190  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Eederal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  100  tons  per  year  (tpy)  for  all  criteria 
pollutants  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  hazardous  air  pollutant  (HAP)  or  25  tpy  of  any 
combination  of  HAPs.  The  190  ARW  does  not  currently  hold  a  Eederal  Operating  Permit  as  its 
emissions  are  below  the  major  source  thresholds,  and  is  not  required  to  hold  Class  1  or  Class  11 
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Operating  Permits  under  the  Title  V  permitting  requirements  or  the  requirements  of  the  Kansas 
Department  of  Health  and  Environment. 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  190  ARW  include  emissions  from  natural  gas-fired  heating 
units,  waste  oil  boilers,  diesel  generators,  and  open  detonation  of  ordnance.  Mobile  source 
emissions  include  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground 
vehicle  operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted 
on  the  aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  190 
ARW  installation  considered  all  based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated 
for  all  flight  activities  below  the  default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  above  ground  level  [AGE]). 
Baseline  emissions  also  include  stationary  sources  and  emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips 
associated  with  existing  personnel  and  dependents.  These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from 
the  other  mobile  sources,  account  for  the  majority  of  the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #1,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  privately  owned  vehicles  (POVs)  associated  with  KC-135 
flight  operations  were  evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated 
based  on  2012  aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-1,  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to 
calculate  aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of 
the  methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions 
for  the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are 
provided  in  Table  3. 1.2-4. 


Table  3, 1,2-4,  190  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Forbes  ANGS 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

3.63 

54.09 

99.23 

8.48 

0.45 

0.45 

23,585 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2,446 

Engine  Testing 

0.17 

2.52 

0.69 

0.11 

0.01 

0.01 

299 

POVs 

1.94 

26.38 

1.46 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

993 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

5.75 

83.00 

101.39 

8.61 

0.53 

0.49 

27,324 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 
Source-.  190  ARW  2008a. 


3,1,3  Safety 


This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/Runway  Protection  Zones  (RPZs), 
explosive  safety,  and  AT/EP.  Plight  safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures. 
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aircraft  mishaps,  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strike  hazards  (BASH),  and  fuel  jettison  requirements. 
The  affeeted  environment  ineludes  the  airfield  and  loeal  airspaee  surrounding  Forbes  Field 
Airport. 

3 . 1 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Fire/Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenanee  aetivities  eonducted  by  the  190  ARW  are  performed  in 
aeeordanee  with  applieable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Teehnieal  Orders,  and 
standards  preseribed  by  Air  Foree  Oecupational  Safety  and  Health  (AFOSH)  requirements.  The 
190  ARW  provides  fire,  erash,  rescue,  and  struetural  fire  proteetion  for  the  installation  and  its 
aireraft.  The  190  ARW  has  a  eooperative  response  agreement  with  the  loeal  Metropolitan 
Topeka  Airport  fire  department  for  mutual  aid  in  fire  proteetion,  first  responder  and  lifesaving 
serviees,  and  hazardous  materials  ineident  response. 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrietions  assoeiated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preelude  ineompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3,  for  specific  RPZ 
discussion  and  Section  3.1.7  for  land  use  eompatibilities).  The  eity  of  Topeka,  Kansas  utilizes 
the  FAA’s  airport  land  use  eompatibility  guidelines,  and  as  sueh,  the  RPZs  have  allowed 
development  to  be  eompatible  with  airport  operations. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  190  ARW  stores,  maintains,  and  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performanee 
of  their  mission.  Ordnanee  for  the  190  ARW  is  eurrently  stored  in  an  aboveground  storage 
magazine,  with  an  operating  loeation  in  a  nearby  Munitions  Inspeetion  Building.  Both  faeilities 
are  loeated  on  the  north  end  of  the  fiightline  near  the  engine  test  eell  and  have  limits  of  4,000 
pounds  and  1,000  pounds  of  Hazard  Division  explosives  1.3  and  1.4,  respeetively. 

Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  military  facilities  at  the  190  ARW  installation  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  were 
eonstrueted  before  AT/FP  eonsiderations  beeame  a  eritieal  eoneern.  Thus,  under  eurrent 
eonditions,  many  facilities  do  not  eomply  with  all  eurrent  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new 
construetion  oeeurs  and  as  faeilities  are  modified,  the  190  ARW  would  ineorporate  these 
standards  to  the  maximum  extent  praetieable. 
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3. 1.3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Forbes  Field  Airport  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules. 
Specific  safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be 
followed  by  ah  aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFl  1 1-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations, 
C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close 
proximity  during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency 
separation  procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (ah  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight-hours  (Air  Force  Safety  Center  [AFSEC]  2012).  The  190  ARW 
has  not  experienced  a  Class  A  mishap  in  the  past  1 1  years  (190  ARW  2013b).  Together,  the  low 
KC-135  mishap  rate  and  the  lack  of  190  ARW  mishap  history  would  make  the  chances  of  a 
Class  A  accident  involving  a  KC-135  aircraft  at  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  an  unlikely  event. 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  ah  reported  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  190  ARW  of  the  KS  ANG  has  an  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and 
assistance  is  freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  staff,  and  the  local  air 
traffic  controllers.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  Eorbes  Eield  Airport 
area  are  unusual  and  have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (190  ARW  2013a).  The  190  ARW 
has  recorded  63  minor  BASH  incidents  from  2002  to  2012,  with  an  average  of  fewer  than  six  per 
year  (190  ARW  2013a). 

Fuel  Jettison 

Eor  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Airbases  must  establish  jettison  areas  and 
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procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at 
altitudes  above  20,000  feet  AGL,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas, 
agricultural  regions,  and  water  supply  sources.  APIs  cover  the  fuel  jettison  proeedures,  and  loeal 
operating  polieies  define  speeific  fuel  ejeetion  areas  for  eaeh  base. 

After  receiving  approval  from  the  Operations  Group  Commander  and  coordinating  with  Kansas 
City  Air  Route  Traffie  Control  Center,  the  primary  fuel  jettison  area  for  the  190  ARW  is  a 
holding  pattern  between  20  and  30  miles  southwest  of  the  field  at  21,000  feet  MSL.  The  aircrew 
would  follow  fuel  jettisoning  procedures  in  API  11-2KC135,  C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures 
(2010). 

3,1.4  Soils  and  Water 

3. 1.4.1  Soils 

This  area  of  Kansas  is  within  the  Interior  Plains  on  a  glaeial  drift  plain  with  broad,  smooth 
ridgetops  and  slopes  that  are  nearly  level  to  strongly  sloping.  Loess  covers  the  surfaee  of  almost 
all  of  the  uplands  in  this  area  underlying  glacial  drift  (U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  [USD A] 
2006).  The  190  ARW  installation  is  located  on  relatively  fiat  improved  land  with  an  elevation  of 
approximately  1,080  feet  MSL  (Kansas  Army  National  Guard  2010). 

The  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  Soil  Survey  for  Pawnee  County,  Kansas 
identifies  the  following  three  individual  soil  types  at  the  installation: 

Ladysmith  silty  clay  loam,  0  to  1  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typieally  found  on  summits  and 
uplands  from  weathered  limestone  and  shale.  This  soil  type  displays  properties  that  would 
potentially  limit  building  site  development  due  to  high  shrink-swell  potential,  low  strength,  and 
depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is  designated  as  Prime  Parmland  (NRCS 
2013a).  Approximately  70  pereent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Ladysmith  silty  clay  loam,  1  to  3  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  identical  to  the  soil  type  above; 
however,  the  slopes  are  slightly  steeper.  This  soil  type  is  also  designated  as  Prime  Farmland 
(NRCS  2013a).  Approximately  28  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Pawnee  clay  loam,  4  to  8  percent  slopes,  eroded:  This  soil  type  is  often  found  on  side  slopes  of 
till  plains.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited  due  to  high 
shrink-swell  potential,  low  strength,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is 
eonsidered  a  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  (NRCS  2013a).  Approximately  2  percent, 
located  in  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  installation,  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 
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3. 1.4.2  Surface  Water 

The  190  ARW  installation  is  loeated  within  the  Shunganunga  Creek  Watershed,  a  sub-basin  of 
the  Middle  Kansas  Watershed  that  encompasses  over  5,684  square  miles  within  the  state  of 
Kansas  (USEPA  2013b).  The  Kansas  River  valley  is  138  miles  long;  this  course  roughly  follows 
the  maximum  extent  of  the  Kansan  glaciation,  and  the  river  likely  began  as  a  path  of  glacial 
meltwater  drain  (Kansas  Center  for  Agricultural  Resources  and  the  Environment  2011).  The 
Shunganunga  Creek  Watershed  drains  the  Shunganunga  Creek  until  it  joins  the  Kansas  River 
further  downstream. 

Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  190  ARW  installation  include  Eynn  Creek  to  the 
east  and  South  Branch  Shunganunga  Creek  to  the  west  (Eigure  3. 1.4-1).  The  Kansas  River  is 
approximately  6  miles  north  of  the  installation  and  the  Wakarusa  River  is  approximately  3  miles 
south.  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  is  located  on  a  drainage  divide  between  Eynn  Creek  to  the  east  and 
the  South  Branch  of  Shunganunga  Creek  to  the  west.  Eynn  Creek  flows  southeasterly  into  the 
Wakarusa  River  approximately  5  miles  from  the  installation.  The  South  Branch  Shunganunga 
Creek  flows  north  into  the  Kansas  River  about  6.5  miles  from  the  installation  (190  ARW  2008b). 

Surface  water  within  the  installation  primarily  consists  of  a  series  of  manmade  ditches,  storm 
sewers,  and  drainage  swales.  Drainage  of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by  overland  flow  to 
storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  connected  by  a  network  of  underground  pipes.  There  are  three 
primary  drainage  basins  on  the  installation:  SDO-001,  -002,  and  -003.  All  three  outfalls 
ultimately  join  the  South  Branch  Shunganunga  Creek.  The  two  outfalls  associated  with 
industrial  activity  (SDO-001  and  -002)  are  regulated  under  the  Kansas  General  Permit  for 
Stormwater  Runoff  Assoeiated  with  Industrial  Aetivity  (S-ISWA-1 1 1 1-1).  The  permit  is 
administered  by  the  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  the  Environment  under  the  auspice  of  the 
USEPA  (190  ARW  2012a). 

3 .  E  4 . 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  often  oecurs  in  valley-fill  of  alluvium  and  terraee  deposits  assoeiated 
with  the  Kansas  River  Valley.  There  is  no  regional  circulation  of  groundwater  in  this  area  due  to 
the  highly  dissected  nature  of  the  upland  topography.  Therefore,  water  level  fluctuations  in 
upland  wells  are  a  direct  result  of  loeal  additions  or  withdrawals  of  groundwater.  Water-level 
fluetuations  in  wells  in  the  valley  alluvium  are  somewhat  more  eomplex  owing  to  the  influence 
of  the  Kansas  River  and  its  tributaries  whieh  tend  to  reverse  normal  groundwater  gradients 
(Kansas  Geological  Survey  2012). 
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0  ^  ISO  Figure  3, 1,4-1,  Surface  Water  Features 

i  fL  ***  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 

Source;  NRCS  2012a.  NGB  2013a.  190  ARW  2008c. _ 
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Groundwater  resources  underlying  the  190  ARW  are  found  in  two  distinct  units:  the  Nodaway 
Coal  underlying  bedrock  and  the  unconsolidated  material  overlying  the  bedrock.  The  water  table 
occurs  at  10  feet  below  ground  surface  beneath  most  of  the  installation  but  ranges  from  2  to  24 
feet  in  portions  of  the  installation.  Groundwater  flow  is  generally  to  the  northwest.  Due  to  lack 
of  hydraulic  connectivity  of  groundwater  underlying  the  installation,  groundwater  does  not  flow 
from  one  end  of  the  installation  to  the  other,  but  occurs  as  isolated  pockets.  The  potential  for 
contaminant  migration  in  groundwater  underlying  the  installation  is  low  due  to  the  lack  of 
hydraulic  connectivity  (190  ARW  2008b). 

3. 1.4.4  Floodplains 

Per  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  Elood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for 
Shawnee  County,  Kansas,  Panel  310  (Map  Number  20177C0310E,  Effective  September  29, 
2011),  the  190  ARW  installation  is  located  within  an  area  designated  as  Zone  X.  The 
designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside  the  0.2  percent  annual  chance  flood  (500 
year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding  (EEMA  2011). 

3,1.5  Biological  Resources 

3. 1.5.1  Vegetation 

Eorbes  Eield  Airport  occurs  within  the  Prairie  Parkland  (Temperate)  Province.  Vegetation  in  this 
region  typically  is  forest-steppe  characterized  by  intermixed  prairie,  groves,  and  bands  of 
deciduous  trees.  Prairies  are  dominated  by  grasses  such  as  big  bluestem  {Andropogon  gerardii), 
little  bluestem  (Schizachyrium  scoparium),  switchgrass  (Panicum  virgatum),  and  Indian  grass 
{Sorghastrum  nutans).  Upland  forests  are  dominated  by  oak  {Quercus  spp.)  and  hickory  {Carya 
spp.)  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority  of  the  airport  is  developed  or  actively  landscaped,  with  little 
natural  vegetation  or  habitat  remaining. 

3. 1.5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  lack  of  substantial  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human 
activities  at  and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of 
wildlife  present  at  the  airport  and  the  190  ARW  installation  consists  of  species  that  are  highly 
adapted  to  developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Eorbes  ANGS  is  located  within  the  Central  Elyway, 
one  of  four  major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the  bird 
species  found  at  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  or  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act  of  1918  (MBTA).  Common  bird  species  observed  on  the  installation  include  Killdeer 
(Charadrius  vociferous),  Barn  Swallow  (Hirundo  rustica),  Great  Homed  Owl  {Bubo  virgianus), 
European  Starling  {Sturnus  vulgaris).  Chimney  Swift  {Chaetura  pelagica).  Western  Meadowlark 
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(Sturnella  neglectd).  Mourning  Dove  {Zenaida  macroura),  American  Kestrel  {Falco  sparverius), 
American  Robin  {Turdus  migratorius),  Broad-winged  Hawk  {Buteo  platypterus),  Franklin’s  Gull 
(Spermophdus  franklinii),  Rock  Pigeon  {Columbia  livia),  Lesser  Scaup  (Aythya  affinis),  Horned 
Lark  {EremophUa  alpestris),  and  Eastern  Meadowlark  {Sturnella  magna).  Other  common 
wildlife  include  the  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus  virginianus),  coyote  {Canis  latrans),  red  fox 
{Vulpes  vulpes),  striped  skunk  {Mephitis  mephitis),  and  eastern  cottontail  {Sylvilagus  floridanus) 
(190  ARW  2004,  2012b). 

3. 1.5.3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  or  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  The  potential  for 
several  federally  and  state  listed  species  to  occur  within  Shawnee  County  within  the  vicinity  of 
the  airport  exists;  however,  there  is  little  to  no  habitat  for  these  species  within  the  airport  or  the 
installation.  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E.  There  is  no  critical  habitat 
located  on  the  installation. 

3. 1.5. 4  Wetlands 

No  wetland  delineation  has  been  conducted  on  the  190  ARW  installation  (190  ARW  2004).  In 
addition,  no  National  Wetland  Inventory  wetlands  occur  on  the  installation  (U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  [USFWS]  2013).  A  general  survey  of  the  proposed  construction  sites 
conducted  in  March  2013  showed  no  signs  of  wetlands. 

3,1,6  Cultural  Resources 

3. 1 .6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

All  undeveloped  and  relatively  undisturbed  areas  of  the  190  ARW  installation  have  been 
intensively  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  no  archaeological  resources  have  been 
identified  at  the  190  ARW  installation  (KS  ANG  2008). 

The  2008  cultural  resources  survey  verified  that  the  entire  installation  has  low  to  no  probability 
for  archaeological  resources  due  to  past  disturbances  from  construction  and  the  high  level  of 
development.  Additionally,  the  installation  lacks  the  types  of  landforms  associated  with 
previously  recorded  cultural  resources  on  adjacent  lands  (KS  ANG  2008,  2010).  The  Kansas 
SHPO  concurred  with  these  findings  (Zollner  2008). 

3 . 1 .6.2  Architectural  Resources 

All  of  the  190  ARW  installation’s  24  buildings  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  (pre-1990) 
have  been  inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  (KS  ANG  2008).  One  building 
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(Building  679)  was  determined  eligible  by  the  Kansas  SHPO  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The 
remaining  23  buildings  were  determined  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  Kansas  SHPO 
eoneurred  with  these  determinations  (see  Zollner  2008  in  Appendix  B4).  Building  679  is  eligible 
for  listing  in  the  NRHP  under  eriterion  A  for  having  eontributed  to  events  important  in  history 
(the  U.S.  defensive  military  response  during  the  Cold  War)  and  under  eriterion  C  as  a  prime 
example  of  a  particular  type  of  architecture.  It  was  one  of  only  ten  150-men  alert  readiness 
structures  constructed  in  the  U.S.,  and  one  of  approximately  40  alert  crew  dormitories  of  the 
various  sizes  nationwide  that  are  extant  today.  In  May  of  2008,  the  Kansas  SHPO  received 
notice  of  a  proposed  major  renovation  of  Building  679.  Subsequently,  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  was  signed  among  the  Kansas  SHPO,  the  KS  ANG,  and  the  190  ARW  that  outlined 
procedures  to  mitigate  the  adverse  effects  the  renovations  would  have  to  this  NRHP-eligible 
building  (see  Appendix  B4).  The  building  was  demolished  to  the  foundation  and  entirely  rebuilt 
the  following  year. 

3. 1.6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  190  ARW  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  eight  federally-recognized 
Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have  been 
identified  including:  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Delaware  Nation,  Kaw  Nation,  Osage  Nation 
of  Oklahoma,  the  Prairie  Band  Potawatomi  Tribe,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  East 
Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  and  the  Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes. 

3,1.7  Land  Use 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located  on  Forbes  Field  Airport,  a  public  use  airport  owned  by  the  MTAA.  The 
airfield  is  located  in  Topeka,  Shawnee  County,  Kansas,  about  10  miles  south  of  the  city  center. 
The  190  ARW  installation  consists  of  approximately  160  acres  on  the  northwest  comer  of  Forbes 
Field  Airport,  adjacent  to  the  mnway. 

Fand  adjacent  to  the  airfield  in  unincorporated  Shawnee  County  is  traditionally  agricultural  and 
remains  sparsely  populated  and  mral  in  character.  On  the  west  side  of  the  airfield  within  the  city 
limits  of  Topeka,  industrial  uses  have  developed  along  U.S.  Highway  75.  Fong-term  land  use 
for  the  city  is  guided  by  a  comprehensive  plan.  Short-term  actions  are  regulated  by  zoning 
ordinances  implemented  through  the  Topeka  Municipal  Code  and  Shawnee  County  (City  of 
Topeka  2011,  Shawnee  County  2013) 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  and  provides  for 
protection  of  the  areas  surrounding  Forbes  Field  Airport.  The  Topeka  Municipal  Code  1981  § 
4-55  defines  and  establishes  airport  hazard  zones,  height  limitations,  and  land  use  restrictions 
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within  these  zones.  This  zoning  protects  RPZs.  Detailed  descriptions  of  RPZs  can  be  found  in 
Section  A.3.1.1  of  Appendix  A.  The  City  of  Topeka  has  zoned  the  areas  to  the  west  of  the 
airfield  for  industrial  use.  A  triangular  area,  north  of  the  airport  boundary  and  between  U.S. 
Highway  75  and  S.E.  53'^‘*  Street,  is  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  district,  which  allows 
more  flexibility  in  the  use  of  land  and  structures  to  account  for  specific  site  features  than 
standard  land  use  categories.  The  PUD  north  of  the  airport  currently  includes  industrial  uses  and 
vacant  land,  but  also  accommodates  streets  and  commercial  use  (City  of  Topeka  2011).  The 
unincorporated  areas  to  the  east  of  the  airfield  are  zoned  as  Residential  Reserve  District,  where 
the  maximum  density  permitted  is  one  single-family  dwelling  per  3  acres  minimum.  This 
designation  provides  a  transitional  area  between  urbanized  development  and  rural-agricultural 
areas  where  increased  urbanization  occurs  if  municipal  services  and  facilities  were  to  become 
available  (Shawnee  County  2013). 

Currently,  aircraft  noise  from  Forbes  Field  Airport  exposes  approximately  166  acres  of  off- 
airport  areas  of  land  zoned  as  industrial,  residential  reserve,  and  PUD  to  noise  levels  between  65 
dB  and  70  dB  DNF.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are  located 
within  the  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNF  off-airport  noise  contour  areas.  Figure  3. 1.7-1  shows  an 
overlay  of  the  baseline  noise  contours  onto  a  map  displaying  the  existing  land  use  in  the  vicinity 
of  Forbes  Field  Airport. 
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3.1,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3. 1.8.1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  190  ARW  installation  is  provided  by  the  City  of  Topeka.  Potable  water  in 
the  area  is  supplied  primarily  from  the  Kansas  River.  The  City  of  Topeka  Water  Division  pumps 
an  average  of  approximately  8  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  customers  (City  of  Topeka 
2013a).  In  calendar  year  (CY)  2012,  2,424,824  gallons  of  potable  water  were  supplied  to  the  190 
ARW  installation  (190  ARW  2013b). 

3. 1.8. 2  Wastewater 

The  190  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
processes,  including  oil/water  separator  discharge  (OWS),  wash  rack  discharge,  floor  wash¬ 
down,  latrines,  sinks,  and  showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  190  ARW  installation  is 
conveyed  into  the  municipal  sewage  system  to  the  City  of  Topeka  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant. 
The  City  owns  two  wastewater  treatment  plans.  The  Oakland  and  the  North  Topeka  Wastewater 
Treatment  Plants,  which  have  a  combined  capacity  to  treat  28  million  gallons  of  wastewater 
daily  (City  of  Topeka  2010). 

3. 1.8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  190  ARW 
Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  (2012),  the  190  ARW  installation  has  a 
stormwater  drainage  conveyance  system  typified  by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface 
drains,  underground  pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and  swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see 
Section  3.1.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  municipal  separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The 
stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely  collect  and  transport  surface  water 
runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the  installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from 
the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 

3. 1.8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  190  ARW  installation  by  West  Star  Energy  via  an  underground 
powerline.  Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Kansas  Gas  Service  via  an  8-inch  main  line.  Electricity 
consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  190  ARW  installation  was  6,144,451  kilowatt-hours.  Natural 
gas  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  190  ARW  installation  was  152,900  cubic  feet  (190  ARW 
2013b). 
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3. 1.8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  190  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  190  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (190  ARW  2009a)  and  guidelines  specified  in  AFl  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  AFl  incorporates,  by  reference,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CFR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applicable  federal  regulations,  AFls,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  AFl  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  incorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  190  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  190  ARW  installation  and  transported 
by  contractor  to  the  Rolling  Meadows  Waste  Management  facility  in  Topeka,  Kansas. 

3. 1.8. 6  Transportation 

The  190  ARW  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways. 
Interstate  (1-)  70  and  1-470  lie  to  the  north  of  the  installation  and  run  primarily  east  and  west.  In 
addition,  1-335  intersects  with  1-470  and  runs  north  and  south,  to  the  west  of  the  installation.  The 
installation’s  main  gate  is  accessed  from  SW  Topeka  Boulevard,  which  can  be  accessed  from 
1-470  orU.S.  Highway  75. 

3,1.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 . 1 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  190  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  operations  support  and 
maintenance,  including  petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricant  (POL)  management  and  distribution,  liquid 
fuels  maintenance,  transportation  maintenance,  vehicle  paint,  power  production,  machine  shop 
operations,  and  flight  simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  190  ARW 
installation  include  hydraulic  fluid,  waste  oils,  recovered  fuels,  spent  cleaners,  strippers, 
solvents,  flammable  and  combustible  liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints 
(190  ARW  2009b). 

There  is  currently  one  1,500-gallon  aboveground  storage  tank  (AST)  on  the  190  ARW 
installation  in  Building  176  that  stores  polyvinyl  chloride.  There  are  currently  two  underground 
storage  tanks  (USTs)  located  on  the  190  ARW  installation.  One  is  located  at  Building  775  and  is 
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used  for  capturing  an  accidental  release  of  pesticide.  The  other  is  an  8,000-gallon  USX  in  the 
POL  (ANG  2008). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
lead-based  paint  (LBP),  and  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs).  Asbestos-containing  material 
(ACM)  is  known  to  occur  in  Buildings/Hangars  665,  666,  673,  679,  692,  770,  and  780.  ACM 
was  removed  from  Buildings  151  and  167  prior  to  a  recent  renovation  that  was  completed.  In 
addition,  ACM  was  removed  from  Buildings  656  and  659  prior  to  their  demolition  in  the  early 
1990s  (190  ARW  2005). 

An  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  190  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation. 

The  installation  is  considered  PCB  free.  PCBs  may  still  be  present  in  older  light  ballasts; 
however,  these  are  not  regulated  as  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated  equipment  (ANG 
2008). 

3 . 1 . 9 .2  Hazardous  W aste  Management 

The  190  ARW  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan  contains  the 
governing  regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and 
responding  to  releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (190  ARW 
2012c).  The  190  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling 
and  managing  hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed. 
In  addition,  it  includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations 
pertaining  to  hazardous  waste  (190  ARW  2009b). 

The  190  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Small  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  and  maintains 
USEPA  Identification  Number  KS0572824043.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where 
the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  A  satellite  accumulation  point  (SAP)  is  an  area  where 
hazardous  waste  is  initially  accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the 
SAP  manager.  Hazardous  wastes  initially  accumulated  at  an  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate 
containers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation  central  accumulation  point  (CAP).  There 
are  six  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated)  identified  at  the  installation  in 
Buildings/Hangars  662,  668,  and  770.  The  installation  CAP  is  located  in  Building  57008  (190 
ARW  2009b). 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment  3-23 

Forbes  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
eontaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Two  former 
OWSs  were  loeated  on  the  installation  but  were  removed  in  the  1990s.  Currently  there  are  no 
aetive  OWSs  loeated  within  the  190  ARW  installation  (190  ARW  2005). 

3 . 1 .9.3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

Ten  potentially  contaminated  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (ERP)  sites  were  identified  in 
1986  for  closure  at  the  190  ARW. 

Eor  all  except  three  sites.  Decision  Documents  for  no  further  action  were  recorded  due  to  a 
determination  to  have  little  or  no  threat  for  contaminant  migration.  Eor  the  remaining  three  sites. 
Decision  Documents  for  no  further  action  but  periodic  groundwater  monitoring  were  recorded 
(190  ARW  2005).  Table  3. 1.9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  and  Eigure  3. 1.9-1  shows 
the  locations. 


Table  3, 1,9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  190  ARW  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

1 

This  site  is  adjacent  to  the  JP-4  storage  area  where  contamination  was  judged  to 
be  minimal.  Monitoring  conducted  during  1990-1993  at  these  three  sites  were 
completed  with  no  contaminants  reported  above  detection  limits. 

Closed 

This  site  is  a  surface  drainage  ditch  and  storm  sewer  overflow.  Low  contaminant 
concentrations  and  relative  immobility  of  contaminants  cause  the  risk  to  the  public 

6 

or  the  environment  to  be  judged  minimal.  Monitoring  conducted  during  1990- 
1993  at  these  three  sites  were  completed  with  no  contaminants  reported  above 
detection  limits. 

Closed 

8 

This  site  is  the  refueling  hydrant  C,  where  Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbon  was 
reported  in  groundwater  and  soil  gas  samples.  No  evidence  of  contaminant 
migration  was  indicated.  Monitoring  conducted  during  1990-1993  at  these  three 
sites  were  completed  with  no  contaminants  reported  above  detection  limits. 

Closed 

Notes:  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program 
Source-.  190  ARW  2005. 


3,1,10  Socioeconomics 

3.1.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 

Eorbes  ANGS  is  located  approximately  5  miles  south  of  Topeka  in  Shawnee  County,  Kansas. 
Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  Kansas,  Shawnee  County,  and  the  city  of 
Topeka  are  provided  in  Table  3.1.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010,  Shawnee  County’s  population 
increased  by  16,958,  an  increase  of  approximately  11  percent  (U.S.  Census  Bureau  [USCB] 
1990a,  2000a,  2010a). 
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Figure  3, 1,9-1,  Environmental  Restoration  Program 
foo  Sites  at  the  190  ARW  Installation,  Forbes  Field  Airport 


LEGEND 

Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Paved  Roadway/Parking 

Airfield  Surface 

Existing  Facility 

Fcncelinc 

Surface  Water 

ERP  Site 


WARM  UP  AREA 
fsee  inset  at  left  for  location) 


9TH  N  STREET 


Field  Airport  _ j 

•'V.  / 


mB 


N  r  =  8,000' 


National  ’  MAIN 
Guard  I  FIGURE 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Forbes  ANGS 


3-25 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  3,1,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

Kansas 

2,477,574 

2,688,418 

2,853,118 

Shawnee  County 

160,976 

169,871 

177,934 

City  of  Topeka 

119,883 

122,377 

127,473 

Source:  USCB  1990a,  2000a,  2010a. 


The  190  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,242,  including  403  full-time 
and  839  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-6). 

Employment  and  Earnings 

Table  3.1.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  Kansas,  Shawnee  County,  and 
the  city  of  Topeka.  Based  on  2007-2011  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  5-year  estimates, 
there  were  92,855  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  86,188  employed  within 
Shawnee  County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  7  percent.  Top 
employment  industries  in  Shawnee  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and 
social  assistance;  2)  retail;  and  3)  public  administration  (USCB  2011a).  Principal  employers 
include  State  of  Kansas,  Storemont-Vail  Healthcare,  Topeka  School  District,  Blue  Cross  Blue 
Shield,  and  St.  Francis  Health  Center  (City  of  Topeka  2013b). 


Table  3,1,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (Vo) 

Kansas 

1,506,400 

1,410,911 

95,489 

6.3 

Shawnee  County 

92,855 

86,188 

6,667 

7.2 

City  of  Topeka 

66,056 

60,550 

5,506 

8.3 

Note:  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 

Source:  USCB  201  la. 


3.1.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  31,296  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Shawnee  County  (USCB  2011a). 

3.1.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Shawnee  County  was  79,140  with  a  vacancy  rate  of 
approximately  8  percent  (USCB  2010a). 
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3,1,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.1.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.1.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low-ineome,  and  ehildren  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
Kansas,  as  well  as  the  eity  and  eounty  within  the  vicinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport. 
Approximately  19  pereent  of  the  population  of  Shawnee  County  is  eomposed  of  minorities  (i.e., 
an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presenee  in  a  eommunity),  compared  to 
approximately  16  pereent  for  the  state  of  Kansas.  The  pereentage  of  population  living  below  the 
poverty  level  for  the  state  of  Kansas  (approximately  13  percent)  is  the  lower  than  Shawnee 
County  (approximately  15  pereent)  (USCB  2010a). 


Table  3,1,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

Kansas 

2,853,118 

462,074 

16.2 

359,493 

12.6 

726,939 

25.5 

Shawnee  County 

177,934 

33,522 

18.8 

26,156 

14.7 

44,171 

24.8 

City  of  Topeka 

127,473 

30,301 

23.8 

24,092 

18.9 

31,093 

24.4 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 

2010  census  data.  Low-income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-201 1  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  2010a,  201  la. 


Currently  there  are  no  populations,  including  minority  or  low-income  populations,  located  in  the 
vicinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport  within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 

3.1.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Shawnee  County  was 
approximately  44,171  (approximately  25  percent  of  the  population)  (Table  3.1.11-1).  The  state 
of  Kansas  has  a  slightly  higher  percentage  population  of  children  compared  to  the  county 
(approximately  26  percent)  (USCB  2010a).  There  are  no  on-installation  housing  or  facilities  for 
children  located  at  the  190  ARW  installation.  Currently,  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through 
Grade  12  off-installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 
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3.2  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

JB  MDL,  home  of  the  108  WG  of  the  NJ  ANG,  is  loeated  in  eentral  New  Jersey,  spanning  more 
than  20  miles  with  more  than  42,000  eontiguous  aeres.  The  base  is  loeated  18  miles  southeast  of 
Trenton,  45  miles  east  of  Philadelphia,  50  miles  south  of  New  York  City,  and  14  miles  inland 
from  the  Atlantie  Oeean. 

3.2.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impaets  in  the  vieinity  of  a  military  installation,  the  USAF  uses  NOISEMAP,  a 
eomputer  program  used  to  model  noise  exposure  in  the  vieinity  of  military  airfields.  Noise 
eontours  were  generated  for  JB  MDL  (MeGuire  Field)  in  2012.  For  more  detailed  information 
on  the  noise  modeling  methods,  see  Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.  1.2. 

3 .2 . 1 . 1  Baseline  Operations 

In  2012,  JB  MDL  initiated  an  update  to  their  2009  MeGuire  AFB  Air  Installation  Compatible 
Use  Zone  (AlCUZ)  study  that  ineluded  noise  modeling  for  eurrent  MeGuire  Field  aireraft 
operations.  The  aireraft  operations  ineluded  in  the  2012  NOISEMAP  update  form  the  baseline 
for  this  analysis. 

Based  on  aireraft  operations  data  validated  in  Mareh  2013,  approximately  62,686  total  aireraft 
operations  oeeurred  at  MeGuire  Field  during  the  12-month  period  ending  Oetober  2011  (JB 
MDL  2013a).  An  aireraft  operation  is  eounted  eaeh  time  an  aireraft  departs  from  the  runway  and 
eaeh  time  they  approaeh  the  runway.  Table  3.2. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequeney  of  aireraft 
operations  for  MeGuire  Field  based  on  information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying  organizations, 
and  air  traffie  eontrol  personnel.  The  majority  of  aetive  USAF  and  ANG  flying  units  eurrently  at 
MeGuire  Field  operate  the  C-17,  KC-10,  KC-135,  and  the  C-32  aireraft.  Although  the  number  of 
aireraft  operations  at  an  installation  varies  from  day  to  day,  for  MeGuire  Field,  operations  were 
ealeulated  for  an  AAD,  meaning  that  yearly  operations  were  averaged  aeross  all  365  days  of  the 
year.  Table  3.2. 1-1  refieets  a  total  of  approximately  172  aireraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (62,686 
divided  by  365  days).  Approximately  34  pereent  of  the  total  operations  at  MeGuire  Field  oeeur 
during  environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00  a.m.). 

Based  on  the  2012  baseline  data,  the  108  WG  KC-135  aireraft  flew  a  total  of  8,340  annual 
airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  23  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  20  pereent  of 
the  total  KC-135  operations  oeeur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  13  pereent  of 
total  operations  at  MeGuire  Field  are  aeeomplished  by  the  108  ARW  KC-135  aireraft. 
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Table  3,2, 1-1,  Current  McGuire  Field  Annual  Aircraft  Operations 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighd 

Day 

Nighfi 

Day 

Nighd 

Totaf 

KC-135 

3,348 

822 

3,308 

862 

6,656 

1,684 

8,340 

Other  Aircraft^ 

18,842 

8,316 

15,895 

11,293 

34,737 

19,609 

54,346 

Total 

22,190 

9,138 

19,203 

12,155 

41,393 

21,293 

62,686 

Notes:  1  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft,  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
KC-10,  C-17,  andC-32. 

Source:  JB  MDL  20 1 3a,  Lamar  2013. 

3 .2 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

McGuire  Field  aircraft  use  straight  in  approaches,  overhead  approaches,  IFR  or  radar  closed 
patterns,  and  VFR  closed  patterns  along  with  re-entry  VFR  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns 
for  training,  local  arrival,  and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed 
pattern  flight  tracks  are  found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise  (JB  MDL  2013a). 

3.2. 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  JB  MDE  are  shown  in  Figure  3.2. 1-1. 
The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  JB  MDE  property  is  shown  in  Table  3. 2. 1-2. 
Approximately  3,561  acres  are  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB.  Detailed 
information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be  found  in 
Section  3.2.7,  Land  Use. 


Table  3,2, 1-2,  Acres  witbin  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  McGuire  Field 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On-Base 

(acres) 

Off-Base 

(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

1,375 

311 

1,686 

70-75 

1,186 

21 

1,207 

75-80 

370 

0 

370 

80-85 

222 

0 

222 

Greater  than  85 

76 

0 

76 

Total 

3,229 

332 

3,561 

Note:  dB  =  decibel 
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Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  3.2. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  JB  MDL  that  falls  within  the  baseline  80+ 
dB  DNL  noise  eontour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  eurrently  assoeiated  with  these 
areas. 

3 .2. 1 .4  Joint  Base  MeGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  Noise  Abatement  Proeedures 

JB  MDL  has  plaeed  eertain  restrietions  on  flying  aetivities  that  eould  adversely  affeet  its 
neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduee  noise  impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations.  Local  noise 
abatement  procedures  are  published  in  API  1 1-2KC135  V3, 108  ARW Supplement  (2009). 

For  McGuire  Field,  noise  abatement  procedures  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  restrictions  on 
rolling  and  intersection  take-offs,  and  maximum  gross  weights  for  practice  landings  (i.e.,  closed 
patterns).  Additional  McGuire  Field  local  restrictions  provide  additional  protection  in  housing 
areas  by  requiring  aircraft  to  avoid  overflight  of  the  housing  areas  by  1,600  feet  MSL  from  6:00 
a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  and  restricting  aircraft  overflight  between  the  hours  of  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00 
a.m.,  and  to  avoid  overflight  of  Fort  Dix  housing,  McGuire  AFB  Clinic,  and  Deborah  Hospital  at 
all  times  (JB  MDL  2009). 

3.2. 1 .5  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Currently,  JB  MDL  receives  noise  complaints  through  the  87*  Air  Base  Wing  Public  Affairs 
office.  In  2012,  McGuire  Field  received  a  total  of  nine  noise  complaints.  Each  compliant  was 
routed  through  JB  MDL  Radar  Approach  Control  to  determine  what,  if  any,  military  aircraft 
were  in  the  vicinity  of  the  noise  complainant.  If  it  is  determined  that  a  JB  MDL  aircraft  was  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  complainant,  the  complaint  is  forwarded  to  the  appropriate  operations  flying 
groups  for  response  and  appropriate  action  (McGee  2013a). 

3.2,2  Air  Quality 

3.2.2. 1  Regulatory  Setting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (NJDEP)  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality 
within  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  The  state  of  New  Jersey  regulates  air  quality  through  the  New 
Jersey  Administrative  Code,  Title  1:21  A  through  7:27D.  The  state  of  New  Jersey  has  adopted 
additional  ambient  air  quality  standards  that  apply  within  the  state.  The  NAAQS  and  state 
AAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 2.2-1. 
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Table  3.2.2-1.  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

New  Jersey  Standards 

Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

Primary 

Secondary 

Primary 

Secondary 

O3 

8 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/m^) 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

1 -hour 

— 

— 

0.12  ppm 
(235  pgW) 

0.08  ppm 
(160  pgW) 

CO 

8 -hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

— 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

1 -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

Same  as 
primary 

NO2 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

1 -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pg/m^) 

— 

— 

— 

Annual 

— 

— 

0.03  ppm 
(80  pg/m') 

0.02  ppm 
(60  pgW) 

SO2 

24-hour 

— 

— 

0.14  ppm 
(365  pgW) 

0.1  ppm 
(260  pg/m^) 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Suspended 

Annual 

— 

— 

75  pg/m^ 

60  pg/m^ 

Particulate 

24-hour 

— 

— 

260  pg/m^ 

150  pgW 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

24-hour 

150  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

— 

— 

PM2.5 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

1.5  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2,5,  and  those  based  on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be 


exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone  national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated.  Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis, 
c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each 
state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no  later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the 
USEPA. 

d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated 
adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per  cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide; 
O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


3-32 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 

JBMDL 


Final  -  June  2014 


JB  MDL  is  located  in  the  eentral  portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in  Ocean  and  Burlington 
eounties.  The  USEPA  has  elassified  the  Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantie  City  area  of  the 
states  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  New  Jersey  as  nonattainment  for  the  O3  (marginal 
nonattainment)  NAAQS,  and  a  maintenanee  area  for  PM2.5  and  CO.  The  region  is  designated 
attainment/unelassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore 
subjeet  to  the  requirements  of  Seetion  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  artieulated  in  the  USEPA  General 
Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment  elassifieation  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis 
emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  O3  precursors  (oxides  of  nitrogen  [NOx] 
and  volatile  organie  eompounds  [VOCs])  is  100  tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for 
PM2.5  and  CO  emissions  are  also  100  tpy. 

The  USEPA  reeently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  beeause  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aireraft  still  eontains  lead.  The  project  area  is  eonsidered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aireraft. 

3. 2.2. 2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

JB  MDE  is  loeated  in  the  eentral  portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in  Oeean  and  Burlington 
eounties.  The  climate  in  the  eentral  portion  of  New  Jersey  is  influeneed  by  its  vegetation,  with 
moderation  due  to  its  proximity  to  the  Atlantie  Oeean.  Serub  pine  and  oak  forests  dominate  the 
interior  southern  portion  of  New  Jersey,  henee  the  name.  Pine  Barrens.  Sandy  soils,  whieh  are 
porous  and  not  very  fertile,  have  a  major  effeet  on  the  elimate  of  this  region.  On  elear  nights, 
solar  radiation  absorbed  during  the  day  is  quiekly  radiated  back  into  space,  resulting  in 
surprisingly  low  minimum  temperatures.  The  porous  soil  permits  any  preeipitation  to  rapidly 
infiltrate  and  leave  surfaees  quite  dry.  Drier  eonditions  allow  for  a  wider  range  between  the 
daily  maximum  and  minimum  temperatures,  and  make  the  area  vulnerable  to  forest  fires. 

The  warmest  month  of  the  year  is  July  with  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  87.10°P,  while 
the  eoldest  month  of  the  year  is  January  with  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  22.50‘’P. 
Temperature  variations  between  night  and  day  tend  to  be  moderate  during  summer  with  a 
differenee  that  ean  reaeh  24°P,  and  moderate  during  winter  with  an  average  difference  of  20°P. 
The  annual  average  preeipitation  at  Port  Dix  is  47.12  inehes.  Rainfall  is  fairly  evenly  distributed 
throughout  the  year.  The  wettest  month  of  the  year  is  August  with  an  average  rainfall  of  5.16 
inehes  (Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013a).  Prevailing  winds  in  New  Jersey  are  from  the 
southwest  in  summer  and  from  the  northwest  in  winter. 
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32.2.3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  108  WG  of  the  NJ  ANG  is  based  at  McGuire  Field  in  New  Jersey.  The  area  surrounding  JB 
MDL  is  a  mix  of  agricultural  uses,  developed  areas,  and  undeveloped  areas  and  includes  Fort 
Dix  to  the  west. 


The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Burlington  and 
Ocean  counties.  Table  3.2. 2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide,  and 
mobile)  of  criteria  pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 


Table  3,2,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Burlington  and  Ocean  Counties,  New  Jersey 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  -  Burlington  County  | 

Stationary  Sources 

6,767 

1,882 

2,935 

500 

1,010 

940 

Area-Wide  Sources 

12,110 

24,564 

311 

73 

4,191 

1,066 

Mobile  Sources 

60,287 

6,056 

9,594 

122 

592 

487 

Total 

79,164 

32,502 

12,840 

695 

5,793 

2,493 

1  Regional  Emissions  -  Ocean  County  | 

Stationary  Sources 

5,078 

1,277 

2,881 

582 

883 

666 

Area-Wide  Sources 

6,369 

19,656 

339 

36 

2,740 

583 

Mobile  Sources 

70,288 

12,765 

8,415 

109 

656 

516 

Total 

81,735 

33,698 

11,635 

111 

4,279 

1,765 

Notes:  Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant 

Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding, 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3.2. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  108  WG  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3.2. 2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  stations  to  JB  MDE  are  located  in  Ocean  County 
(Jackson  Township),  Camden  County  (Camden  and  Winslow),  Trenton,  and  Burlington  County. 
Values  measured  in  more  developed  areas  such  as  Camden  and  Trenton  are  likely  to  be 
conservative  due  to  the  amount  of  development  in  those  areas. 

As  shown  in  Table  3. 2. 2-3,  O3  exceedances  have  been  measured  in  the  developed  areas 
surrounding  JB  MDL  during  the  recent  5 -year  period.  The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not 
experience  violations  of  other  NAAQS. 
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Table  3. 2.2-3.  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  JB  MDL  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.100 

0.085 

0.094 

0.094 

0.09 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

15 

2 

16 

11 

9 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

36.2 

35.8 

36.5 

33.8 

27.7 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  pg/m^) 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

11.1 

9.3 

9.5 

10.3 

8.8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

56 

81 

86 

77 

67 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

3.7 

2.5 

2.7 

0.7 

2.2 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

1.8 

1.4 

1.9 

0.3 

1.7 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.090 

0.045 

0.046 

NA 

0.051 

98"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.058 

0.040 

0.040 

NA 

0.043 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

0 

ISulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.040 

0.028 

0.016 

NA 

0.017 

99"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.025 

0.020 

0.010 

NA 

0.015 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)’ 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.013 

0.015 

0.006 

NA 

0.008 

Notes:  1.  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  2010. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source-.  USEPA2013a. 

3.2. 2. 5  108^^  Wing  Emissions 

The  108  WG  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  108  WG  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

Emissions  for  the  108  WG  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory  (108 
WG  2011a).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  108  WG  to  determine  its  status 
under  the  Title  V  Federal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source  thresholds  for 
the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  25  tpy  for  O3  precursors  NOx  and  VOCs,  100  tpy  for  all 
other  criteria  pollutants,  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any  combination  of 
HAPs. 
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In  December  2009,  the  base  was  issued  an  air  permit  from  the  NJDEP  that  contains  operational 
limits  such  that  its  potential  emissions  are  restricted  below  the  Title  V  major  source  thresholds. 
While  the  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory  also  contains  fugitive  emission  calculations,  it 
demonstrates  that  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from  stationary  sources  are  below  the 
major  source  thresholds. 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  108  WG  include  emissions  from  natural  gas-fired  heating 
units,  emergency  generators  and  pumps,  fuel  tanks,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  and  various  minor 
sources  such  as  solvent  use,  deicing,  and  welding.  Mobile  source  emissions  include  emissions 
from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle  operations,  and 
maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the  aircraft  (engine 
run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  108  WG  considered  all 
based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all  flight  activities  below  the 
default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also  include  stationary  sources  and 
emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing  personnel  and  dependents. 
These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources,  account  for  the  majority  of 
the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #2,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3.7  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate 
aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of  the 
methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions 
associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in  Table  3. 2.2-4. 


Table  3,2,2-4,  108  WG  Baseline  Emissions  at  JB  MDL 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

7.43 

0.39 

0.39 

20,659 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2,157 

Engine  Testing 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

239 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.07 

0.21 

0.12 

3,543 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

7.59 

0.61 

0.53 

26,597 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle. 

Source:  108  WG  201  la. 
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3.2,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
McGuire  Field. 

3.2.3. 1  Ground  Safety 

Fire/ Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenance  activities  conducted  by  the  108  WG  are  performed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Technical  Orders,  and 
standards  prescribed  by  AFOSH  requirements.  The  USAF  active  duty  host  at  JB  MDL  provides 
fire,  crash,  rescue,  and  structural  fire  protection  for  the  McGuire  Field  installation,  including  the 
108  WG,  and  its  aircraft.  Aircraft  Rescue  Fire  Fighting  (ARFF)  services  at  McGuire  Field  are 
available  on  a  24-hour  basis.  Upon  notification  of  an  in-flight  or  ground  emergency,  the  crash 
and  rescue  services  personnel  would  coordinate  emergency  services.  ARFF  equipment  and 
personnel  at  McGuire  Field  meet  USAF  requirements  (JB  MDL  2013b). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

APZs  are  established  to  delineate  recommended  surrounding  land  uses  for  the  protection  of 
people  and  property  on  the  ground,  as  described  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3.  At  McGuire  Field, 
airfield  operations  currently  has  waivers  for  two  buildings,  1931  and  5650,  which  violate  the  CZs 
for  Runways  24  and  36  respectively.  Both  are  scheduled  for  demolition.  Details  of  development 
and  land  use  in  the  McGuire  Field  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.2.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  108  WG  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performance  of  their  mission.  The 
existing  munitions  storage  capabilities  on  JB  MDL  meet  the  requirement  for  small  arms 
deployment/training  ammunition  and  other  munitions  required  by  the  108  WG. 

Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  108  WG  military  facilities  at  JB  MDL  were  constructed  before  AT/FP 
considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current  conditions,  many  facilities  do  not 
comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new  construction  occurs  and  as  facilities 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
JBMDL 


3-37 


Final  -  June  2014 


are  modified,  the  New  Jersey  108  WG  would  incorporate  these  standards  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable. 

3. 2.3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  McGuire  Field  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules.  Specific 
safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be  followed  by  all 
aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFl  11-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations,  C/KC-135 
Operations  Procedures  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close  proximity 
during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  air  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency 
separation  procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (all  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight-hours  (AFSEC  2012).  There  have  been  no  Class  A  mishaps 
involving  108  WG  aircraft  at  McGuire  Eield.  The  aircrew  members  at  the  108  WG  are  highly 
experienced  and  have  accumulated  over  270,000  accident  free  hours  (JB  MDE  2013b). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  all  reported  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  108  WG  has  an  effective,  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and 
assistance  is  freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  McGuire  Eield  staff,  and  the  local  air  traffic 
controllers.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  JB  MDE  area  are  unusual  and 
have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (JB  MDE  2013c).  JB  MDE  recorded  a  total  of  94  minor 
BASH  incidents  and  one  deer  mishap  from  2008  to  2013.  Erom  this  total,  the  108  WG 
experienced  22,  for  an  average  of  fewer  than  2  per  year  (JB  MDE  2013c). 
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Fuel  Jettison 

For  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Although  fuel  jettisoning  is  not  practiced,  airbases 
must  establish  jettison  areas  and  procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning  should  it 
occur  during  an  emergency  situation.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at  altitudes  above 
20,000  feet,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas,  agricultural  regions,  and  water 
supply  sources. 

The  primary  emergency  fuel  jettison  area  for  the  108  WG  is  the  PREPI  (charted,  mandatory 
overwater  reporting  point)  overwater  intersection,  62  miles  southeast  of  JB  MDL.  Aircrews 
enter  a  holding  pattern  east  of  PREPI  intersection,  flying  7-mile  legs,  with  right  hand  turns,  after 
notifying  the  appropriate  Air  Traffic  Control  facility  of  intentions  to  jettison  fuel.  Aircrews  will 
request  an  altitude  as  high  as  practical,  consistent  with  the  nature  of  the  in-flight  emergency; 
however,  20,000  feet  AGE  or  above  is  preferred  (JB  MDE  2009). 

3,2,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.2.4. 1  Soils 

This  area  of  New  Jersey  is  within  the  Coastal  Plain  Province,  a  nearly  level  to  rolling,  dissected 
coastal  plain  that  has  been  subjected  to  episodes  of  rising  and  falling  sea  levels.  During  low  sea 
levels,  eroding  streams  have  dissected  the  area,  leaving  a  series  of  terraces  across  the  landscape 
(USDA  2006).  The  108  WG  installation  is  located  on  improved  land,  and  relief  ranges  from  70 
to  90  feet  above  MSE  (JB  MDE  2011). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey  identifies  eight  individual  soil  types 
at  the  108  WG  installation.  The  following  four  soil  types  are  located  within  the  project  study 
area: 

Adelphia-Urban  land  complex,  0  to  5  percent  slopes:  This  soil  consists  of  strongly  intermingled 
Urban  land  and  Adelphia  soil.  Urban  land  consists  of  soil  from  cut/fill  sites  used  for  buildings, 
paved  roads,  parking  lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The  rating  class  for  building 
site  development  is  considered  somewhat  limited  due  to  shrink-swell  potential  and  depth  to 
saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013b).  Approximately  54  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this 
soil  type. 

Holmdel  sandy  loam,  0  to  2  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  flats  from  loamy 
marine  deposits.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  somewhat  limited 
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due  to  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland 
(NRCS  2013b).  Approximately  4  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Sassafras  sandy  loam,  2  to  5  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  knolls  and  low  hills 
from  loamy  or  gravelly  marine  deposits.  There  are  no  known  limitations  to  site  development 
associated  with  this  soil  type.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland  (NRCS 
2013b).  Approximately  18  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Udorthents,  wet  substratum,  0  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  found  in  areas  that  have  been 
excavated  and  regraded  or  that  have  been  filled  with  soil  material  and  graded.  This  soil  type  is 
typically  used  for  urban  development  or  landfills.  The  suitability  of  the  soils  as  a  site  for 
development  varies.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type 
(NRCS  2013b).  Approximately  5  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

The  remaining  19  percent  is  comprised  of  soil  types  that  would  not  be  affected. 

3.2. 4.2  Surface  Water 

The  108  WG  is  located  within  the  Middle  Delaware-Musconetcong  Watershed  that  encompasses 
over  3,480  square  miles  across  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania  (USEPA  2013c).  The  Delaware  is 
the  longest  un-dammed  river  in  the  U.S.,  extending  330  miles  from  the  confluence  of  its  east  and 
west  branches  at  Hancock,  New  York  to  the  mouth  of  the  Delaware  Bay  where  it  meets  the 
Atlantic  Ocean.  Three-quarters  of  the  Delaware  River  is  now  included  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System.  Sections  of  the  Maurice  River  and  the  Musconetcong  River  in  New 
Jersey  also  have  been  included  in  the  national  system  (Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  2013). 

Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  JB  MDL  include  Assiscunk  Creek,  Crosswicks 
Creek,  Manapaqua  Brook,  North  Ruckles,  Rancocas  Creek,  Ridgeway  Brook,  and  the  Toms 
River  which  drains  southeast  into  Barnegat  Bay  (Figure  3.2. 4-1).  Three  of  these  creeks  are 
tributaries  to  the  Delaware  River:  Assiscunk  Creek,  Crosswicks  Creek,  and  Rancocas  Creek. 
The  western  portion  of  the  installation,  including  McGuire  Field,  is  in  the  Rancocas  Creek 
watershed.  Smaller  streams  include  Harris  Branch,  Elisha  Branch,  Paint  Branch,  and  a  number 
of  unnamed  tributaries  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 
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There  are  five  stormwater  outfalls  on  McGuire  Field,  Drainage  Basins  1  through  5.  Drainage 
basins  containing  industrial  activities  include  Basins  1,  2,  and  3.  Drainage  Basin  1  directs 
effluent  into  the  South  Run  of  Crosswicks  Creek,  while  Drainage  Basin  2  directs  effluent  to 
Jacks  Run.  Drainage  Basin  3  discharges  into  Larkins  Run  of  the  North  Branch  of  Rancocas 
Creek.  Drainage  Basin  4  directly  discharges  stormwater  to  Drainage  Basin  5,  which  in  turn 
discharges  into  the  North  Run  of  the  Crosswicks  Creek.  The  outfalls  associated  with  industrial 
activity  are  regulated  under  a  New  Jersey  Basic  Industrial  General  Stormwater  Permit 
(NJ0088315).  The  permit  is  administered  by  the  NJDEP  under  the  auspice  of  the  USEPA 
(USAE  School  of  Aerospace  Medicine  2010). 

3. 2.4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  part  of  the  Northern  Atlantic  Coastal  Plain  aquifer  system  consisting 
of  sedimentary  deposits  that  range  in  age  from  Early  Cretaceous  to  Holocene  (U.S.  Geological 
Survey  [USGS]  1995a).  The  installation  lies  within  the  Kirkwood-Cohansey  Aquifer  present 
throughout  the  New  Jersey  coastal  plain  and  covers  approximately  3,000  square  miles.  The 
Cohansey  Eormation  is  mostly  sand  with  minor  lenses  of  silt,  clay,  and  gravel.  The  Kirkwood 
Eormation  contains  both  sand  and  clay  beds.  The  Kirkwood-Chansey  water  table  is  highly 
permeable  due  to  the  dominance  of  well-sorted  medium-  to  coarse-grained  sand  (New  Jersey 
Geological  Survey  2009).  Because  of  the  high  water  table  and  permeable  soils,  the  underlying 
groundwater  resources  are  particularly  sensitive  to  contamination  making  groundwater  pollution 
prevention  an  important  issue  on  the  installation  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 

Immediately  below  the  Cohansey  Eormation  is  the  Kirkwood  Eormation.  Together,  these  two 
aquifers  are  estimated  to  contain  as  much  as  17  trillion  gallons  of  water.  Underlying  the 
Cohansey  and  Kirkwood  Eormations  is  the  Potomac-Raritan-Magothy  Eormation.  The 
installation’s  largest  capacity  well  taps  into  the  Potomac-Raritan-Magothy  Aquifer  at  about 
1,580  feet  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 

3. 2. 4.4  Eloodplains 

Per  the  EEMA  Elood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey,  the  108  WG 
installation  falls  within  an  unmapped  area,  and  no  EEMA  floodplains  have  been  delineated 
within  this  area  (EEMA  2013). 

A  floodplain  study  was  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE)  for  the 
Eakehurst  area  of  JB  MDE  in  1989  and  was  later  revised  in  1990.  Peak  discharges  for  flood 
levels  that  occur  with  average  intervals  of  10,  50,  100,  and  500  years  were  determined  for 
Ridgeway  Branch,  North  Ruckles  Branch,  Manapaqua  Brook,  Paint  Branch,  and  Harris  Branch. 
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Flood  Insurance  Studies  have  also  been  prepared  by  FEMA  for  the  Township  of  Manehester  and 
the  Borough  of  Lakehurst.  No  floodplain  studies  have  been  eondueted  on  the  Fort  Dix  or 
McGuire  areas  of  JB  MDL  (87^*^  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012). 

3,2.5  Biological  Resources 

3.2.5. 1  Vegetation 

The  108  WG  installation  oeeurs  within  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest  (Oeeanie)  Provinee. 
Vegetation  in  this  region  typieally  is  eharacterized  by  a  winter  deeiduous  forest  dominated  by  tall 
broadleaf  trees  (Bailey  1995).  Within  this  region,  the  108  WG  installation  lies  within  the 
Pinelands,  a  heavily  forested  area  eharacterized  by  a  mix  of  pitch  pine  {Pinus  rigida),  Virginia 
pine  {Pinus  virginiana),  and  short  leaf  pine  {Pinus  echinata).  The  majority  of  the  JB  MDE  (69 
pereent)  is  forested  with  pine/oak  or  oak/pine  forests  with  dense  deciduous  stands  of  red  maple, 
sweet  gum,  and  blaek  gum  in  the  wetland  forests.  However,  the  majority  of  MeGuire  Eield  and 
the  108  WG  installation  is  either  developed  or  eomprised  of  turf  and  landseaped  areas  (87*  Civil 
Engineering  Squadron  2012,  Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3. 2.5. 2  Wildlife 

Sinee  69  pereent  of  JB  MDE  is  forested,  and  the  majority  of  the  108  WG  installation  is 
developed,  wildlife  present  within  the  vieinity  ineludes  a  mix  of  speeies  highly  adapted  to 
developed  and  disturbed  areas  as  well  as  speeies  typieal  of  native  forests  in  the  area.  Common 
mammal  speeies  found  on  JB  MDL  inelude  white-tailed  deer,  woodehuek  {Marmota  marmox), 
beaver  {Castor  canadensis),  eastern  cottontail  rabbit  {Sylvilagus  floridanus),  red  squirrel 
{Tamiasciurus  hudsonicus),  white-footed  mouse  {Peromyscus  leucopus),  and  meadow  vole 
{Microtus  pennsylvanicus)  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2012,  Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

Common  reptilian  and  amphibian  speeies  observed  within  the  vieinity  of  the  installation  inelude 
the  milk  snake  {Lampropeltis  spp.),  northern  blaek  raeer  {Coluber  constrictor),  northern  fenee 
lizard  {Sceloporus  undulates  hyacinthus),  painted  turtle  {Chrysemys  picta),  American  toad  {Bufo 
americanus),  Eowler’s  toad  {Bufo  woodhousei  fowleri),  and  northern  leopard  frog  {Rana  pipiens 
sphenocephala)  (Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

The  108  WG  installation  is  loeated  within  the  Atlantie  Elyway,  one  of  four  major  North 
Ameriean  eorridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the  bird  speeies  found  within  the  108 
WG  installation  or  its  vieinity  are  proteeted  under  the  MBTA.  Grassland  areas  on  the 
installation,  as  well  as  those  grassland  areas  near  the  airfield,  provide  habitat  for  birds  sueh  as  the 
Upland  Sandpiper  {Bartramia  longicauda).  Grasshopper  Sparrow  {Ammodramus  savannarum), 
and  Savannah  Sparrow  {Passerculus  sandwhichensis).  The  eeotone  between  grassland  and 
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forested  eeosystems  provides  exeellent  habitat  for  bird  species  such  as  the  Gray  Catbird 
(Dumetella  carolinensis).  Yellow  Warbler  (Dendroica  petechia),  Northern  Cardinal  {Cardinalis 
cardinalis),  Indigo  Bunting  (Passerina  cyanea),  Rufous-sided  Towhee  (Pipilo 
erythrophthalmus).  Song  Sparrow  {Melospiza  melodia).  Brown-headed  Cowbird  {Molothrus 
ater),  and  American  Goldfinch  (Carduelis  tristis).  Common  birds  found  in  the  wetlands  areas 
include  the  Great  Blue  Heron  {Ardea  herodias),  Northern  Rough-winged  Willow  Flycatcher 
(Empidonax  traillii),  Eastern  Kingbird  (Tyrannus  tyrannus).  Cedar  Waxwing  (Bombycilla 
cedrorum),  and  Red-winged  Blackbird  {Agelaius  phoeniceus).  Common  birds  that  could  be 
found  in  the  upland  forest  areas  include  the  Downy  Woodpecker  {Picoides  pubescens).  Eastern 
Wood-pewee  {Contopus  virens),  Carolina  Chickadee  (Pams  carolinensis).  Pine  Warbler 
(Dendroica  pinus)  and  Chipping  Sparrow  (Spizella  passerina).  Common  raptor  species  that  may 
be  found  include  the  American  Kestrel  (Falco  sparverius).  Red-tailed  Hawk  (Buteo 
jamaicensis).  Great  Homed  Owl  (Bubo  virginianus),  and  the  Turkey  Vulture  (Cathartes  aura) 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3. 2. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

Appendix  E  lists  federally  threatened,  endangered,  candidate,  and  state  listed  species  observed  or 
potentially  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL.  No  federally  listed  species  have  been  observed 
on  McGuire  Eield  or  the  108  WG  installation.  Three  federally  listed  plant  species  and  one 
candidate  plant  species  have  been  observed  within  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL,  but  have  not  been 
observed  within  the  108  WG  installation.  An  additional  30  state  listed  species  have  been 
observed  on  JB  MDL,  while  6  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  within  McGuire  Eield 
(American  Kestrel,  Grasshopper  Sparrow,  Northern  Harrier,  Pie-billed  Grebe,  Savannah 
Sparrow,  and  Upland  Sandpiper).  There  is  no  critical  habitat  located  on  JB  MDL  (87th  Civil 
Engineer  Squadron  2012,  Air  Mobility  Command  2008,  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  2013). 

3. 2. 5. 4  Wetlands 

Approximately  21  percent  (8,791  acres)  of  JB  MDL  is  comprised  of  emergent,  scmb-shmb,  and 
forested  wetlands  (Eigure  3.2. 4-1).  Approximately  900  acres  occur  at  Lakehurst,  238  acres  occur 
at  McGuire,  and  7,653  acres  occur  at  Dix  (87th  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  2012).  There  are  no 
wetlands  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  constmction  projects  under  Alternative  #2. 
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3.2,6  Cultural  Resources 

3.2.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

A  survey  of  cultural  resources  including  archaeological  resources  and  pre-Cold  War  era 
buildings  and  structures  was  completed  in  1995  for  McGuire  AFB  (now  McGuire  Field) 
(Headquarters  AMC  1995).  This  survey  included  all  areas  within  the  1995  boundary  of  McGuire 
AFB  and  all  off-base  facilities,  except  for  a  20-acre  parcel  of  leased  land  (the  Boeing  Michigan 
Aerospace  Research  Center  [BOMARC]  missile  site  at  Fort  Dix).  Areas  that  were  highly 
disturbed  from  construction  or  ERP  sites  were  excluded  from  the  survey  and  five  previously 
designated  areas  of  archaeological  sensitivity  were  included  based  on  geomorphology,  the 
history  of  land  disturbance  on  base,  vegetation,  and  prehistoric  and  historic  site  distribution 
patterns  on  surrounding  lands.  A  sixth  area  of  archaeological  sensitivity  was  added  in  the  North 
Run  area  of  the  base  due  to  the  potential  for  buried  prehistoric  remains  in  undisturbed  alluvial 
deposits  and  on  locations  of  historic  buildings  on  historic  maps  (Headquarters  AMC  1995).  This 
survey  resulted  in  the  recordation  of  1 1  historic  archaeological  sites.  Following  further  testing  in 
1998,  three  of  these  sites  (site  numbers  28BU458,  28BU459,  and  28BU473)  were  determined 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  three  sites  include  two  mid-eighteenth  to  early-nineteenth 
century  agricultural  households  associated  with  a  nearby  mill  site,  which  was  reported  but  not 
identified;  and  one  mid-eighteenth  to  early  nineteenth  century  domestic  site  associated  with  the 
historic  village  of  Pointville.  The  remaining  eight  sites  were  determined  not  eligible  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP  (Duryee  2013,  87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2013,  Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3.2. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

The  1995  survey  of  McGuire  AFB  included  an  inventory  and  NRHP  evaluation  of  all  buildings 
and  structures  constructed  before  1947,  the  BOMARC  missile  complex  at  Fort  Dix,  and  the  1956 
Semi-Automatic  Ground  Environment  complex.  Both  the  Semi-Automatic  Ground  Environment 
complex  and  the  BOMARC  site  were  recommended  as  NRHP-eligible  Cold  War  era  resources 
under  the  criteria  for  exceptional  significance  (Criterion  Consideration  G).  Additionally,  as  a 
result  of  this  survey,  18  World  War  11  era  temporary  structures  were  found  to  be  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  structures  are  considered  eligible;  however,  per  the  1986 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the  DOD,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation, 
and  the  National  Conference  of  SHPOs,  these  structures  could  be  demolished  without  further 
Section  106  review.  All  other  buildings  were  found  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

A  follow-up  survey  in  1996  included  all  Cold  War  era  buildings,  which  were  all  less  than  50 
years  old  at  the  time.  No  buildings  were  recommended  eligible  to  the  NRHP  under  criteria  for 
exceptional  significance  (Criterion  Consideration  G)  (Headquarters  AMC  1995).  In  2013,  a 
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survey  was  completed  for  pre-1967  resources  that  have  since  become  50  years  old.  Hangar 
3322,  built  in  1957,  was  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  during  this  survey.  The  results  of  the 
inventory  indicated  that  Hangar  3322  is  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (JB  MDL  2013d). 

3.2. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

McGuire  Field  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  three  federally-recognized 
Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have  been 
identified:  Delaware  Nation,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  and  Stockbridge-Munsee  Community. 
JB  MDL  has  completed  consultation  with  the  Delaware  Nation  and  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians, 
who  were  identified  as  potentially  having  an  interest  in  JB  MDL.  In  the  past,  the  Stockbridge- 
Munsee  Community  was  invited  by  JB  MDL  to  participate  in  government-to-government 
consultation,  but  declined  interest  in  being  further  consulted  (87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron 
2013,  Duryee  2013). 

3,2.7  Land  Use 

JB  MDL  is  located  in  central  Burlington  County,  adjacent  to  and  southeast  of  the  Borough  of 
Wrightstown  and  within  New  Hanover  Township.  Land  use  within  those  portions  of  Burlington 
County  adjacent  to  McGuire  Field  is  a  mix  of  residential  and  commercial  to  the  north  and  south, 
with  several  open  and  agricultural  areas  adjacent  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  installation.  The 
land  use  in  Ocean  County  northeast  of  JB  MDL  is  similar  to  the  existing  land  use  in  Burlington 
County  that  is  north  of  the  airfield  (Figure  3. 2. 7-1). 

Aircraft  noise  and  potential  hazards  from  aircraft  operations  at  McGuire  Field  currently  are 
incompatible  with  some  off-installation  land  use.  Since  JB  MDF  surrounds  McGuire  Field  to  the 
east,  south,  and  west,  the  impact  of  airfield  activities  on  adjacent  communities  is  limited.  Higher 
DNF  contours  and  APZs  associated  with  the  runways  at  McGuire  Field  do  not  extend  off 
installation.  (Detailed  descriptions  of  APZs  can  be  found  in  Section  A.  1 .3  of  Appendix  A.) 

An  updated  noise  study  in  support  of  the  AICUZ  program  was  completed  for  JB  MDF  in  2013 
and  the  JB  MDF  Joint  Land  Use  Study  was  completed  in  2009.  These  documents  identify 
incompatible  land  uses  and  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL. 
Both  Burlington  and  Ocean  Counties  have  supported  the  AICUZ  and  Joint  Land  Use  Study 
programs  in  their  on-going  planning  and  zoning  decisions  to  reduce  land  use  conflicts  and  ensure 
future  land  uses  are  compatible  (JB  MDL  2013a,  DoD  2009b). 

Currently,  aircraft  noise  from  JB  MDL  exposes  approximately  332  acres  of  off-JB  MDL  areas  of 
land  zoned  as  Recreational,  Agricultural,  Commercial,  Residential,  Open  Space,  and  Other  to 
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noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  75  dB  DNL.  Figure  3. 2. 7-1  shows  an  overlay  of  the  baseline 
DNL  eontours  onto  a  map  displaying  the  existing  land  use  in  the  vieinity  of  JB  MDL. 

3.2,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.2.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  108  WG  installation  is  supplied  by  four  wells  drawn  from  the  Potomae- 
Raritan-Magothy  aquifer.  MeGuire  Field  has  a  water  alloeation  permit  that  entitles  the 
installation  to  use  450.75  million  gallons  of  water  per  year  with  eapaeity  of  4.03  million  gallons 
per  day.  Average  daily  water  usage  averages  between  1  and  1 .4  million  gallons  per  day.  Water 
is  treated  at  eaeh  well  and  temporarily  stored  in  25,000-gallon  ASTs,  then  pumped  to  a  single 
elevated  750,000-gallon  water  storage  tank  by  the  MeGuire  Field  Water  Department 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008,  108  WG  2012). 

3. 2. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  108  WG  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
proeesses,  ineluding  OWS  diseharge,  wash  raek  diseharge,  floor  wash-down,  latrines,  sinks,  and 
showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  108  WG  installation  is  eonveyed  into  the  Fort  Dix 
tertiary  wastewater  treatment  plant.  The  faeility  has  a  eapaeity  of  4.6  million  gallons  per  day  but 
typieally  reeeives  1.0  to  1.5  million  gallons  of  wastewater  per  day  from  MeGuire  Field 
(Headquarters  AMC  2008). 

3.2. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  pereentage  of  the  aetive  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  preeipitation  events.  As  deseribed  in  the  108  WG 
SWPPP  (2010),  the  108  WG  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage  eonveyanee  system  typified 
by  overland  flow  to  eateh  basins,  inlets,  surfaee  drains,  underground  pipes,  eulverts,  ditehes,  and 
swales  that  diseharge  to  reeeiving  waters  (see  Seetion  3.2.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  munieipal 
separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely 
eolleet  and  transport  surfaee  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the 
installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 
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3.2. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  108  WG  installation  by  Jersey  Central  Power  &  Light  via  a  single 
34.5-kilovolt  switching  station  and  aboveground  lines.  Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Public  Service 
Electric  and  Gas  Company  via  two  separate  metered  main  lines.  Electricity  consumption  for  CY 
2012  at  the  108  WG  installation  was  6,071  megawatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  CY 
2012  at  the  108  WG  installation  was  34,609  thousand  cubic  feet  (108  WG  2012). 

3.2. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  108  WG  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  McGuire 
AEB  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (USAE  2002)  and  guidelines  specified  in  AEI  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  AEI  incorporates,  by  reference,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CER,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applicable  federal  regulations,  AEIs,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  AEI  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  incorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  108  WG  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  non-hazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  108  WG  installation  and  transported  to 
the  Burlington  County  Resource  Recovery  Complex  in  Mansfield  and  Elorence  Townships,  New 
Jersey  (USAE  2002). 

3.2. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  108  WG  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways.  The  New 
Jersey  Turnpike  1-95),  a  major  north/south  highway,  is  less  than  10  miles  to  the  west  of  the 
installation.  State  Route  (SR)  68  serves  as  the  primary  access  to  the  installation  from  the  New 
Jersey  Turnpike.  The  108  WG  installation  can  be  accessed  through  McGuire  Eield  or  through 
Eort  Dix  at  Broidy  Road  Gate  (Gate  9)  or  the  NJ  ANG  gate  (Gate  5).  Wrightstown-Cookstown 
Road  provides  access  to  the  main  gate  of  McGuire  Eield  as  well  as  a  secondary  entrance  to  the 
east  (Headquarters  AMC  2008). 
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3.2,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 .2 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  108  WG  installation  for  aireraft  operations  support  and 
maintenanee,  ineluding  POL  management  and  distribution,  liquid  fuels  maintenanee, 
transportation  maintenanee,  vehiele  paint,  power  produetion,  maehine  shop  operations,  and  flight 
simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substanees  found  on  the  108  WG  installation  inelude  hydraulie 
fluid,  waste  oils,  reeovered  fuels,  spent  eleaners,  strippers,  solvents,  flammable  and  eombustible 
liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints  (108  WG  2011b). 

There  are  currently  14  regulated  USTs  and  140  ASTs  on  McGuire  Field  containing  jet  fuel, 
diesel,  and  motor  gasoline  (Headquarters  AMC  2008).  Of  these,  the  108  WG  has  no  regulated 
USTs  and  five  ASTs  on  the  installation. 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  108  WG  installation  in  2007.  ACM 
identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  18  buildings  (Buildings/Hangars 
1811,  3302,  3303,  3305,  3306,  3310,  3312,  3315,  3321,  3322,  3323,  3325,  3326,  3331,  3332, 
3369,  3373,  and  3379)  (NJ  ANG  2007). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  108  WG  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation. 

The  108  WG  does  not  maintain,  operate,  or  own  any  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated 
equipment  and  the  subject  property  is  considered  PCB-free  (108  WG  2011b). 

3 .2 . 9 .2  Hazardous  W aste  Management 

McGuire  AFB  Integrated  Contingency  Plan  for  Oil  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan 
incorporates  the  requirements  for  a  Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasure  Plan  and  a 
Facility  Response  Plan  (87^'^  Air  Base  Wing  2009).  It  contains  the  governing  regulations  for 
spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and  responding  to  releases, 
accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (87^*^  Air  Base  Wing  2009).  The  108 
WG  Hazardous  Waste  Management  plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling  and  managing 
hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed.  In  addition,  it 
includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  pertaining  to 
hazardous  waste  (108  WG  2011b). 
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The  108  WG  hazardous  waste  disposal  aetivities  are  coved  under  the  McGuire  Field  USEPA 
Identification  Number  NJ257 18240 18,  which  is  regulated  as  a  Large  Quantity  Generator  of 
hazardous  waste.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where  the  waste  is  initially  created  or 
generated.  An  SAP  is  an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially  accumulated  at  the  point  of 
generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous  wastes  initially  accumulated 
at  a  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation 
CAP.  There  are  seven  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated)  identified  at  the  108  WG 
installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  3324,  3325,  3331,  3333,  3336,  3379,  and  3384.  The  108  WG 
installation  CAP  is  located  on  McGuire  Field  in  Building  2310  (108  WG  2013c). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
contaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  OWSs  located 
on  the  108  WG  installation  primarily  receive  discharge  from  floor  drains  in  maintenance  areas. 

3. 2. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  currently  42  ERP  sites  on  McGuire  Field,  with  1  of  these  sites  (SS-39)  located  on  the 
108  WG  installation.  In  addition,  there  is  currently  a  contaminated  area  located  in  the  POL 
facility  on  the  108  WG  installation  that  has  recently  been  discovered  and  is  currently  being 
investigated.  Table  3.2. 9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  on  the  108  WG  installation 
and  Figure  3. 2. 9-1  shows  the  locations.  The  exact  boundaries  for  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency 
(DLA)  site  is  still  being  investigated.  Therefore,  the  area  shown  on  the  map  is  only  a  general 
location. 


Table  3,2, 9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  108  WG  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

SS-39 

Site  SS-39  ineludes  several  former  and  eurrent  industrial  buildings  at  whieh 
aireraft  maintenanee,  aireraft  washing,  and  fuel  eell  repairs  eurrently  and 
historieally  were  performed.  It  ineludes  Buildings  3321,  3322,  3325,  and  3350. 
A  portion  of  Site  SS-39  is  eurrently  an  aireraft  parking  apron. 

Remedial 

Investigation 

DLA 

Site 

Reeently  an  area  loeated  within  the  POL  faeility  on  the  108  WG  installation  was 
diseovered  to  have  low  levels  of  jet  fuel  and  other  fuel  types.  This  site  is  being 
managed  by  the  Defense  Logisties  Ageney  (DLA)  and  is  still  in  the  diseovery 
phase.  The  extent  and  the  souree  of  the  eontamination  is  still  unknown  at  this 
time.  Soil  and  groundwater  investigations  are  ongoing 

Preliminary 

Assessment/Site 

Investigation 

Source'.  Air  Force  Center  for  Engineering  and  the  Environment  2012,  108  WG  2013c 
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3,2,10  Socioeconomics 

3.2.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 


JB  MDL  is  located  approximately  18  miles  southeast  of  Trenton,  New  Jersey  in  Ocean  and 
Burlington  counties.  Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  New  Jersey, 
Burlington  and  Ocean  counties,  and  New  Hanover,  North  Hanover,  and  Pemberton  Townships 
are  provided  in  Table  3.2.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010,  Burlington  County’s  population  increased 
by  53,668,  an  increase  of  approximately  14  percent.  Ocean  County  grew  by  143,364  between 
1990  and  2010,  an  increase  of  approximately  33  percent  (USCB  1990b,  2000b,  2010b). 


Table  3,2,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  JB  MDL 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

New  Jersey 

7,730,188 

8,414,350 

8,791,894 

Burlington  County 

395,066 

423,394 

448,734 

Oeean  County 

433,203 

510,916 

576,567 

New  Hanover  Township 

9,546 

9,744 

7,385 

North  Hanover  Township 

9,994 

7,347 

7,678 

Pemberton  Township 

31,342 

28,691 

27,912 

Plumsted  Township 

2,089 

7,275 

8,421 

Wrightstown  Borough 

3,843 

748 

802 

Source-.  USCB  1990b,  2000b,  2010b. 


The  108  WG  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,329,  including  416  full-time  and 
913  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-12). 


Employment  and  Earnings 


Table  3.2.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  New  Jersey;  Burlington  and 
Ocean  counties;  New  Hanover,  North  Hanover,  Pemberton  and  Plumsted  Townships;  and 
Wrightstown  Borough.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates,  there  were  244,032  persons 
in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  224,720  employed  within  Burlington  County,  resulting  in  an 
unemployment  rate  of  approximately  8  percent.  Labor  force  estimates  for  Ocean  County  include 
267,716  persons,  with  243,182  employed,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  9 
percent.  Top  employment  industries  in  Burlington  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and 
health  care  and  social  assistance;  2)  professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative 
and  waste  management  services;  and  3)  retail  trade  (USCB  2011b).  Principal  employers  include 
Virtua  Memorial  Hospital  of  Burlington  County,  Lockheed  Martin,  Burlington  Coat  Factory, 
Viking  Yacht  Company,  and  PHH  Mortgage  (Burlington  County  2010).  Top  employment 
industries  in  Ocean  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social  assistance; 
2)  retail;  and  3)  professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative  and  waste 
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management  services  (USCB  2011b).  Principal  employers  include  Saint  Barnabas  Health  Care 
System,  Six  Flags  theme  parks,  Naval  Engineering  Station-Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Toms 
River  Regional  School  System,  and  Ocean  County  government  (Ocean  County  2008). 


Table  3,2,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  JB  MDL 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (%) 

New  Jersey 

4,633,565 

4,230,814 

402,751 

8.7 

Burlington  County 

244,032 

224,720 

19,312 

7.9 

Oeean  County 

267,716 

243,182 

24,534 

9.2 

New  Hanover  Township 

2,082 

1,984 

98 

4.7 

North  Hanover 

Township 

4,030 

3,641 

389 

9.7 

Pemberton  Township 

15,079 

13,465 

1,614 

10.7 

Plumsted  Township 

4,731 

4,391 

340 

7.2 

Wrightstown  Borough 

467 

432 

35 

7.5 

Note'.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 
Source-.  USCB  2011b. 


3.2.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  80,547  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Burlington  County.  In  Ocean  County,  95,936 
students  were  enrolled  in  schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  (USCB  2011b). 

3.2.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Burlington  County  was  175,615,  with  a  vacancy  rate  of 

5.3  percent.  In  Ocean  County  in  2010,  there  were  a  total  of  278,052  housing  units  with  a 
vacancy  rate  of  approximately  21  percent  (USCB  2010b).  Currently,  approximately  20  percent 
of  active  duty  personnel  live  on-base  (108  WG  2013c). 

3,2,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.2.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.2.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low-income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,  as  well  as  the  counties,  boroughs,  and  townships  within  the  vicinity  of  McGuire 
Field.  Approximately  26  percent  of  the  population  of  Burlington  County  is  composed  of 
minorities  (i.e.,  an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared 
to  approximately  31  percent  for  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  Ocean  County  has  a  lower  proportion 
of  minorities  (approximately  9  percent)  than  Burlington  County  or  the  state  (USCB  2010c). 
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The  percentage  of  population  living  below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  New  Jersey 
(approximately  9  percent)  is  higher  than  Burlington  County  (approximately  5  percent),  and 
similar  to  Ocean  County  (approximately  10  percent)  (USCB  2010b). 


Table  3,2,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  JB  MDL^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

New  Jersey 

8,791,894 

2,762,646 

31.6 

826,438 

9.4 

2,065,214 

23.5 

Burlington  County 

448,734 

117,392 

26.2 

23,783 

5.3 

104,243 

23.2 

Oeean  County 

576,567 

51,990 

9.0 

54,774 

9.5 

134,919 

23.4 

New  Hanover 
Township 

7,385 

3,393 

45.9 

258 

3.5 

586 

7.9 

North  Hanover 
Township 

7,678 

1,522 

19.8 

499 

6.5 

2,266 

29.5 

Pemberton 

Township 

27,912 

9,064 

32.5 

2,735 

9.8 

6,869 

24.6 

Plumsted 

Township 

8,421 

489 

5.8 

1,322 

15.7 

2,207 

26.2 

Wrightstown 

Borough 

802 

422 

52.6 

36 

4.5 

216 

26.9 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 


2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-201 1  American  Community  Survey  5- 
Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  Bureau  of 
the  Census  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it 
excludes  institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  2010b,  2011c. 

Table  3.2.11-2  displays  the  total  population,  total  minority  population,  percentage  minority,  total 
low-income  population,  and  low-income  percentages  for  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  with  the 
baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 


Table  3,2,11-2,  Population  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  JB  MDL^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

54 

8 

15 

3 

6 

70-75 

26 

4 

15 

1 

4 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

80 

12 

15 

4 

5 

Note:  1 .  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  1 8  were  obtained 


from  the  2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5- 
Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the 
USCB  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population 
because  it  excludes  institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college 
dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15  years  old. 

Sources:  USCB  2010c,  2011c. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
JBMDL 


3-55 


Final  -  June  2014 


In  the  area  surrounding  JB  MDL,  approximately  80  people  were  estimated  to  be  affeeted  by 
existing  DNL  between  65  and  75  dB.  Out  of  that  total,  approximately  30  pereent  are  eonsidered 
to  be  minorities  and  5  pereent  to  be  low-ineome.  The  pereentage  of  minority  populations 
eurrently  affected  by  noise  is  greater  than  the  approximate  26  percent  minority  average  in 
Burlington  County  and  greater  than  the  approximate  9  percent  minority  average  in  Ocean 
County.  The  percentage  of  low-income  populations  in  the  area  surrounding  JB  MDL  affected  by 
the  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  is  approximately  the  same  as  the  5  and  slightly  lower  than  the  10 
percent  low- income  average  in  Burlington  and  Ocean  counties  (respectively). 

3.2.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Burlington  County  was 
approximately  104,243  (approximately  23  percent  of  the  population).  In  2010,  the  number  of 
children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Ocean  County  was  approximately  134,919  (approximately 
23  percent  of  the  population)  (Table  3.2.1 1-1).  The  state  of  New  Jersey  has  a  similar  percentage 
population  of  children  compared  to  the  counties  (approximately  24  percent).  There  are  no  on- 
installation  housing  or  facilities  for  children  located  at  the  108  WG  installation.  Currently,  there 
are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off-installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to  aircraft  DNL 
of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  there  is  one  child  development  center  that  is  currently  located 
within  the  65  dB  contour. 
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3,3  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG,  is  located  in  Portsmouth  and  Newington, 
New  Hampshire,  approximately  55  miles  north  of  Boston,  Massachusetts.  The  157  ARW  base  is 
situated  on  the  northeast  side  of  the  Portsmouth  lAP  at  Pease,  which  is  owned  and  operated  by 
PDA. 


3.3.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  located  at  a  commercial  airport 
with  a  published  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for  use  of 
the  FAA’s  INM  to  generate  DNL  noise  contours.  The  Airport  Authority  under  the  FAA  uses 
INM  for  generating  noise  contours  and  for  Portsmouth  lAP,  the  FAA’s  INM  was  used.  For  more 
detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods,  see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

3. 3. 1.1  Baseline  Operations 

In  1996,  the  PDA  published  a  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  study  for  Portsmouth 
lAP.  This  study  is  currently  being  updated  but  was  not  available  to  use  for  this  EIS.  The  1996 
INM  aircraft  operational  data  was  updated  in  2008  in  support  of  an  Environmental  Assessment 
prepared  to  support  construction  projects  at  Pease  ANGS  (157  ARW  2008a).  This  data  for  the 
KC-135  was  updated  to  reflect  the  actual  KC-135  2012  aircraft  operations  and  is  used  as  the 
baseline  for  this  analysis. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  March  2013,  approximately  37,016  total  aircraft 
operations  occurred  at  Portsmouth  lAP  during  the  12-month  period  ending  October  2012 
(Pomeroy  2013).  An  aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft  departs  from  the  runway 
and  each  time  they  approach  the  runway.  Table  3.3. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of  aircraft 
operations  for  the  Portsmouth  lAP  airfield  based  on  information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying 
organizations,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel.  The  majority  of  aircraft  traffic  includes  air 
cargo,  commercial  regional  jets  (air  taxi),  and  larger  commercial  aircraft  and  other  based  military 
aircraft,  along  with  based  ANG  KC-135  aircraft.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at 
an  installation  varies  from  day  to  day,  for  Portsmouth  lAP,  operations  are  calculated  for  an  AAD, 
meaning  that  yearly  operations  are  averaged  across  all  365  days  of  the  year.  Table  3.3. 1-1 
reflects  a  total  of  approximately  102  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (37,410  divided  by  365 
days).  Approximately  4  percent  of  the  total  operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP  occur  during 
environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00  a.m.). 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment  3-57 

Pease  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  3,3, 1-1,  Current  Portsmouth  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighP 

Day 

Night^ 

Total' 

KC-135 

2,939 

131 

2,939 

131 

5,878 

262 

6,140 

Other  Aircraft^ 

14,541 

1,094 

14,853 

782 

29,394 

1,876 

31,270 

Total 

17,480 

1,225 

17,792 

913 

35,272 

2,138 

37,410 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
Lear  25,  35,  Airbus  319. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 

Based  on  the  2012  baseline  data,  the  157  ARW  KC-135  aireraft  flew  a  total  of  6,140  annual 
airfleld  operations,  or  an  average  of  17  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  4  percent  of  the 
total  KC-135  operations  occur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  16  percent  of  total 
operations  at  Portsmouth  lAP  are  accomplished  by  the  157  ARW  KC-135  aircraft. 

3 .3 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Portsmouth  lAP  aircraft  use  straight  out  departures,  straight  in  approaches,  IFR  or  radar  closed 
patterns,  and  VFR  closed  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns  for  training  flights  and  local  arrival 
and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed  pattern  flight  tracks  are 
found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise. 

3. 3. 1.3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  baseline  conditions  at  Portsmouth  lAP  are  shown  in  Eigure  3.3. 1-1. 
The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  Portsmouth  lAP  property  is  shown  in  Table  3. 3. 1-2;  no 
off-airport  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dB  DNE  occur. 

Table  3,3, 1-2,  Acres  witbin  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Portsmouth  lAP 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On-Airport 

(acres) 

Off- Airport 
(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

237 

0 

237 

70-75 

81 

0 

81 

75-80 

16 

0 

16 

80-85 

1 

0 

1 

Greater  than  85 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

334 

0 

334 

Note:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 
dB  =  decibel 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


3-58 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 

Pease  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Pease  ANGS 


3-59 


Final  -  June  2014 


Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  3. 3. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Portsmouth  lAP  that  falls  within  the 
baseline  80+  dB  DNL  noise  eontour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  eurrently 
assoeiated  with  these  areas. 

3 .3 . 1 .4  Portsmouth  International  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Proeedures 

Portsmouth  lAP  has  published  eertain  restrictions  on  flying  activities  that  could  adversely  affect 
its  neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduce  noise  impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations.  The 
restrictions  are  published  on  aeronautical  charts  and  apply  to  both  military  and  civilian  aircraft 
(SkyVector  2013a).  The  restrictions  include  guidance  for  noise  abatement  procedures  for  the 
airfield  including,  but  not  limited  to,  requiring  aircraft  departing  the  airport  to  maintain  runway 
heading  to  1,100  feet  MSL  prior  to  turning  and  not  allowing  aircraft  to  practice  low  approaches 
or  touch-and-go  landings  between  the  hours  of  11:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  for  local  based  aircraft 
and  from  9:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  for  transient  aircraft  or  before  12:00  on  Sundays  for  all  aircraft. 
The  noise  abatement  procedures  are  considered  voluntary  for  military  aircraft  and  can  be  waived 
based  on  mission  requirements  (Smith  2013a). 

3. 3. 1.5  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Currently,  all  noise  complaints  are  handled  through  the  PDA  noise  complaint  hotline  or  website. 
Thirty-one  noise  complaints  were  logged  between  April  10,  2012  and  December  12,  2012  (nine 
of  the  complaints  received  were  from  one  specific  individual,  five  complaints  from  another 
specific  individual,  and  the  rest  were  from  others).  Sherman  Village,  a  housing  development, 
lies  just  outside  of  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  complaints  received  from  that  area  are 
typically  associated  with  helicopter  activity  (PDA  2012a,  2012b). 

3,3,2  Air  Quality 

3 .3 .2. 1  Regulatory  Setting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  New  Hampshire  Department  of 
Environmental  Services  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality  within  the  state 
of  New  Hampshire.  The  state  of  New  Hampshire  regulates  air  quality  through  the  New 
Hampshire  Code  of  Administrative  Rules,  ENV-A  100  to  ENV-A  4805.  The  state  of  New 
Hampshire  has  adopted  the  NAAQS  and  has  not  adopted  separate  state  air  quality  standards. 
The  NAAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 3. 2-1. 
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Table  3,3,2-l,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/m') 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(lOmg/m^) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide. 

Source-.  USEPA  2012. 

Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG,  is  located  in  Portsmouth  and  Newington, 
New  Hampshire,  approximately  55  miles  north  of  Boston,  Massachusetts.  The  USEPA  had 
previously  classified  the  Boston-Manchester-Portsmouth  area  as  a  moderate  nonattainment  area 
for  the  1997  O3  standard.  On  January  31,  2013,  the  USEPA  formally  redesignated  southeastern 
New  Hampshire  as  an  attainment  area  for  the  1997  O3  standard.  The  region  is  therefore 
considered  a  maintenance  area  for  O3.  The  region  is  designated  attainment/unclassified  area  for 
all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the 
classification  for  the  region  as  a  maintenance  area,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the 
General  Conformity  Rule  for  ozone  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is  100  tpy. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Pease  ANGS 


3-61 


Final  -  June  2014 


The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 

3. 3. 2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  has  a  humid  continental  climate  with  warm  summers  and  no  dry 
season.  The  area  within  25  miles  of  this  station  is  covered  by  forests  (62  percent),  oceans  and 
seas  (34  percent),  and  lakes  and  rivers  (2  percent).  Over  the  course  of  a  year,  the  temperature 
typically  varies  from  17°F  to  SHF  and  is  rarely  below  3°F  or  above  89°F.  The  warm  season 
lasts  from  June  4  to  September  15  with  an  average  daily  high  temperature  above  71°F.  The 
highest  temperatures  occur  in  July,  with  an  average  high  of  SHF  and  low  of  63°F.  The  cold 
season  lasts  from  December  5  to  March  13  with  an  average  daily  high  temperature  below  42°F. 
The  coldest  temperatures  occur  in  January,  with  an  average  low  of  17°F  and  high  of  32°F 
(Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013b). 

The  wind  is  most  often  out  of  the  west  (24  percent  of  the  time),  north  west  (14  percent  of  the 
time),  and  south  west  (11  percent  of  the  time).  Over  the  course  of  the  year,  typical  wind  speeds 
vary  from  0  miles  per  hour  to  16  miles  per  hour  (calm  to  moderate  breeze),  rarely  exceeding  25 
miles  per  hour  (strong  breeze).  Winds  are  generally  highest  during  the  springtime  (Northeast 
Regional  Climate  Center  2013b). 

3. 3. 2. 3  Regional  and  Focal  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  157  ARW  is  based  on  the  northeast  side  of  Portsmouth  lAP,  approximately  1  mile  from 
Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire.  The  surrounding  area  is  developed  to  the  east  and  south  of  the 
airport.  To  the  west  of  the  airport  lies  the  Great  Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Great  Bay. 

The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Rockingham 
County.  Table  3. 3.2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide,  and  mobile)  of 
criteria  pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
3  -62  Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 

Pease  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Table  3,3,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Rockingham  County,  New  Hampshire 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  I 

Stationary  Sources 

5,780 

1,042 

2,628 

6,982 

3,888 

3,696 

Area- Wide  Source 

4,368 

3,521 

159 

8 

4,055 

981 

Mobile  Sources 

50,746 

5,226 

8,648 

587 

534 

421 

Total 

60,894 

9,789 

11,435 

7,577 

8,477 

5,098 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant. 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3. 3. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  baekground  air  monitoring  data  for  the  157  ARW  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3. 3.2-3.  The  elosest  monitoring  stations  to  Portsmouth  lAP  inelude  the 
monitoring  station  in  Portsmouth  itself,  along  with  monitoring  stations  in  Nashua  and 
Manehester. 


As  shown  in  Table  3. 3. 2-3,  the  area  has  experieneed  one  to  two  O3  exceedanees  annually  during 
the  reeent  5-year  period.  The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not  experienee  violations  of  other 
NAAQS. 
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Table  3,3,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  Portsmouth  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.079 

0.076 

0.081 

0.086 

0.083 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

33.2 

29 

26.3 

14 

24.3 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  |ig/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

8.2 

7.1 

lA 

6.5 

1.1 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

61 

57 

60 

59 

59 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

9.4 

3.3 

3.4 

2.6 

0.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8 -hour  value  (ppm) 

4.4 

2.3 

2.4 

2.4 

0.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

NA 

0.051 

0.050 

0.012 

0.011 

98"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

NA 

0.047 

0.042 

0.010 

0.010 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

NA 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1  Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.085 

0.073 

0.048 

0.070 

0.034 

99"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.062 

0.042 

0.045 

0.037 

0.021 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.025 

0.016 

0.015 

0.014 

0.006 

Notes:  1 .  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  20 10. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source:  USEPA  2013a. 

3. 3. 2. 5  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  157  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  and  one  backup 
inventory  KC-135  to  support  its  air  refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations 
performed  at  the  157  ARW  include  aircraft  fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance, 
aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground  vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles, 
and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non¬ 
destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire 
maintenance  (157  ARW  2005,  2013c). 

Emissions  for  the  157  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(157  ARW  2010).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  157  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Eederal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  50  tpy  for  O3  precursors  NOx  and  VOCs, 
100  tpy  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants,  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any 
combination  of  HAPs  (157  ARW  2010). 
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The  157  ARW  operates  under  General  State  Permit  GSP-EG-0370  whieh  ineludes  nine 
emergency  generators  and  one  emergency  fire  pump.  The  permit  contains  operational  limits 
such  that  its  potential  emissions  are  restricted  below  the  Title  V  major  source  thresholds.  The 
2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory  demonstrates  that  the  installation  operates  in  compliance  with  the 
limits  in  its  permit,  and  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from  stationary  sources  are  below  the 
major  source  thresholds  (157  ARW  2010). 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  157  ARW  include  emissions  from  natural  gas,  diesel,  and 
propane-fired  heating  units,  internal  combustion  engines,  fuel  tanks,  a  gasoline  service  station, 
and  various  minor  sources  such  as  solvent  use,  deicing,  and  welding.  Mobile  source  emissions 
include  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle 
operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the 
aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  157  ARW 
installation  considered  all  based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all 
flight  activities  below  the  default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also 
include  stationary  sources,  and  emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing 
personnel  and  dependents.  These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources, 
account  for  the  majority  of  the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #3,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-13,  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate 
aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of  the 
methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions  for 
the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in 
Table  3. 3. 2-4. 


Table  3,3,2-4,  157  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Pease  ANGS 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

2.41 

36.29 

73.94 

6.29 

0.33 

0.33 

17,480 

AGE 

0.00 

0.01 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1,588 

Engine  Testing 

0.10 

1.47 

0.40 

0.06 

0.01 

0.01 

174 

POVs 

1.11 

19.06 

0.91 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

597 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

3.62 

56.84 

75.32 

6.36 

0.37 

0.35 

19,839 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 
Source:  157  ARW  2010. 
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3,3,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
Portsmouth  lAP. 

3 . 3 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Fire/Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenance  activities  conducted  by  the  157  ARW  are  performed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Technical  Orders,  and 
standards  prescribed  by  AFOSH  requirements.  ARFF  services  at  Pease  ANGS  are  available  on  a 
24-hour  basis.  Upon  notification  of  an  in-flight  or  ground  emergency,  the  crash  and  rescue 
services  personnel  would  coordinate  emergency  services.  ARFF  equipment  and  personnel  at 
Pease  ANGS  meet  USAF  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013a). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrictions  associated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preclude  incompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas.  The  city  of  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  utilizes 
the  FAA’s  airport  land  use  compatibility  guidelines,  and  as  such,  the  RPZs  have  allowed 
development  to  be  compatible  with  airport  operations.  Details  of  development  and  land  use  in 
the  Portsmouth  lAP  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.3.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  157  ARW  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performance  of  their  mission.  The 
existing  munitions  storage  capabilities  on  Pease  ANGS  meet  the  requirement  for  small  arms 
deployment/training  ammunition  and  other  munitions  required  by  the  157  ARW.  The  munitions 
storage  complex  consists  of  five  earth-covered  igloos  of  208  SF  each  (total  storage  area  of  1,040 
SF),  with  a  192  SF  receipt/inspection  facility.  Additional  storage  was  established  in  the 
Squadron  Operations  building,  which  provides  additional  square  footage  for  aircrew  flight 
equipment  assets.  Additionally,  a  2013  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  Westover  Air  Reserve 
Base  is  in  place  augmenting  munitions  storage  capacity. 
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Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  157  ARW  military  facilities  at  Pease  ANGS  were  constructed  before  AT/FP 
considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current  conditions,  many  facilities  do  not 
comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new  construction  occurs  and  as  facilities 
are  modified,  the  157  ARW  would  incorporate  these  standards  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable. 

3. 3. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Pease  ANGS  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules.  Specific 
safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be  followed  by  all 
aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFI  11-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations,  C/KC-135 
Operations  Procedures,  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close  proximity 
during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency  separation 
procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (all  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight-hours  (AFSEC  2012).  The  157  ARW  has  not  experienced  a  Class 
A  mishap  in  the  past  10  years  (Pease  ANGS  2013). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  all  reported  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG  has  an  effective,  on-going  BASH  program  through  which 
information  and  assistance  is  freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Portsmouth  lAP  staff,  and 
the  local  air  traffic  controllers.  The  airport  also  has  an  aggressive  program  with  the  USDA, 
including  continual  monitoring  within  the  fenceline  to  minimize  BASH  potential.  The  airport 
has  an  excellent  track  record  of  managing  BASH  issues  and  has  successfully  included  the 
management  at  the  off-airport  landfill  property.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the 
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immediate  Portsmouth  lAP  area  are  rare  and  have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (Pease 
ANGS  2013).  The  157  ARW  has  reeorded  98  minor  BASH  ineidents  from  2008  to  2013,  with 
an  average  of  fewer  than  20  per  year  (Pease  ANGS  2013). 

Fuel  Jettison 

For  use  in  emergeney  situations,  the  KC-135  aireraft  have  the  eapability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduee  aireraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  In  aeeordanee  with  APIs,  Pease  ANGS  has 
established  loeal  proeedures  for  gross  weight  adjustments;  fuel  jettison  areas  are  over  the 
Atlantie  Oeean  and  above  20,000  feet  AGL.  157  ARW  aireraft  jettisoned  fuel  onee  in  2012  and 
twiee  in  201 1  (Pease  ANGS  2013). 

3,3,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.3.4.1  Soils 

The  Portsmouth  area  of  New  Hampshire  is  within  the  Appalaehian  Highlands  and  eonsists 
almost  entirely  of  glaeiated  till  plains  and  rolling  hills  disseeted  by  narrow  valleys  with  a  thin 
mantle  of  till.  The  river  valleys  and  eoastal  plains  are  filled  with  glaeial  lake  sediments,  marine 
sediments,  and  glaeial  outwash  (USDA  2006).  The  157  ARW  installation  is  loeated  on 
improved  land  and  is  generally  flat  with  plateau-like  deelining  coastal  terrain.  Relief  ranges 
from  approximately  0  to  1 15  feet  MSL  with  slopes  generally  under  5  percent  (157  ARW  2008a). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Rockingham  County,  New  Hampshire  identifies  the  following  five 
individual  soil  types  at  the  installation: 

Pennichuck  channery  very  fine  sandy  loam,  3  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  is  a  gently  sloping  soil 
typically  found  on  low  hills  and  terraces  from  till  or  glacial  drift  composed  of  an  unconsolidated 
mixture  of  sediments.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  somewhat 
limited  due  to  slope,  depth  to  hard  bedrock,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  This  soil  type  is 
designated  as  Prime  Farmland  (NRCS  2012).  Approximately  11  percent  of  the  installation  is 
composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Udorthents,  smoothed:  This  soil  is  found  in  areas  that  have  been  excavated  and  regraded  or  that 
have  been  filled  with  soil  material  and  graded.  This  soil  type  is  typically  used  for  urban 
development  or  landfills.  The  suitability  of  the  soils  as  a  site  for  development  varies  (NRCS 
2012).  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type. 
Approximately  15  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Urban  land:  This  soil  primarily  consists  of  cut/fill  sites  used  for  buildings,  paved  roads,  parking 
lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  not 
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rated  for  this  soil  type  and  requires  onsite  investigation  and  evaluation  for  most  land  use 
deeisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations  (NRCS  2012).  Approximately  42  pereent  of  the 
installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil  type. 

Urban  land-Canton  complex,  3  to  15  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typioally  found  on  broad  plains 
and  low  hills  that  are  partially  eovered  by  streets,  parking  lots,  and  buildings.  The  soil  eonsists 
of  strongly  intermingled  Urban  land  and  sloping  Canton  soil  (NRCS  2012).  The  rating  elass  for 
building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type.  Approximately  30  pereent  of  the 
installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil  type. 

Windsor  loamy  sand,  3  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  gently  sloping  soil  is  typically  found  on  low 
hills,  broad  plains,  and  adjacent  to  major  streams.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development 
is  considered  somewhat  limited  due  to  slope  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil 
type  is  designated  as  Farmland  of  Local  Importance  (NRCS  2012).  Approximately  2  percent  of 
the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

3. 3. 4.2  Surface  Water 

The  157  ARW  installation  is  located  within  the  Piscataqua-Salmon  Falls  Watershed  that 
encompasses  over  2,590  square  miles  across  the  states  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  and 
Massachusetts  (USEPA  2013d).  The  Piscataqua  River  Watershed,  a  sub-basin  of  Piscataqua- 
Salmon  Falls  Watershed,  is  the  local  watershed  surrounding  Portsmouth  lAP.  The  Piscataqua 
River  Watershed  begins  at  the  confluence  of  Salmon  Falls  and  Cocheco  Rivers  and  ultimately 
drains  to  Portsmouth  Harbor  (Seacoast  Watershed  Information  Manager  2013). 

Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  157  ARW  installation  include  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  and  Portsmouth  Harbor  to  the  east,  the  Great  Bay  National  Estuary  to  the  southwest,  Eittle 
Bay  to  the  northwest,  and  several  rivers  and  creeks  including:  Elagstone  Brook  to  the  north,  the 
confluence  of  Oyster  and  Piscataqua  rivers  to  the  northeast,  Paul’s  Brook  to  the  northeast, 
Grafton  Ditch  to  the  south,  Hodgson  Brook  to  the  east,  and  McIntyre  Brook  to  the  west  (Eigure 
3.3.4-I). 

The  Great  Bay  National  Estuary,  adjacent  to  the  Portsmouth  lAP  along  its  southwestern  border, 
is  a  unique  water  feature  as  it  is  both  a  saltwater  and  a  freshwater  system,  set  apart  from  the 
coastline.  Great  Bay  lies  at  the  confluence  of  tidally  driven  salt  water  from  the  Gulf  of  Maine 
and  fresh  water  from  the  Salmon  Palls,  Cocheco,  Bellamy,  Oyster,  Eamprey,  Squamscott,  and 
Winnicut  rivers.  The  USEPA  has  afforded  special  protection  to  it  as  one  of  only  28  Estuaries  of 
National  Significance  (New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services  2013). 
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Surface  water  within  the  installation  primarily  eonsists  of  a  series  of  man-made  ditches,  storm 
sewers,  and  drainage  swales.  Drainage  of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by  overland  flow  to 
storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  eonneeted  by  a  network  of  underground  pipes.  There  are  four 
primary  drainage  basins  on  the  installation:  Outfall-001,  -002,  -003,  and  -004.  Outfall-001 
drains  to  Hodgson  Brook  and  ultimately  joins  the  Piscataqua  River.  Outfall-002  drains  to 
Flagstone  Brook  and  eventually  diseharges  to  Little  Bay.  Outfall-003  drains  to  Melntyre  Brook 
ultimately  diseharging  to  Great  Bay.  Outfall-004  drains  to  Grafton  Diteh  and  eventually 
diseharges  to  the  Piscataqua  River.  The  outfalls  assoeiated  with  industrial  aetivity  are  regulated 
under  an  individual  National  Pollutant  Diseharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  for 
Stormwater  Runoff  Assoeiated  with  Industrial  Aetivity  (Permit  No.  NH0090000).  The  permit  is 
administered  by  the  USEPA  New  England  Region  (Portsmouth  lAP  2011). 

3. 3. 4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  primarily  eomposed  of  erystalline-roek  aquifers  of  the  New  England 
Physiographie  Provinee  (USGS  1995b).  The  regional  groundwater  system  within  the  Great  Bay 
area  eonsists  of  a  till-  or  marine-sediment-covered  erystalline  bedroek  aquifer.  Coarse-grained 
sand  and  gravel  aquifers  are  generally  small  and  diseontinuous  with  the  exeeption  of  a  large  iee- 
eontaet  deposit  beneath  the  former  Pease  APB,  in  Newington.  Crystalline  bedroek  eonsists  of 
three  main  units:  the  Kittery  Pormation,  a  metasandstone  on  the  western  side  of  the  bay;  the 
Eliot  Pormation,  a  phyllite  along  the  eastern  and  southern  sides  of  the  bay;  and  the  Exeter 
Diorite,  inland  west  of  the  bay  (USGS  2001). 

Groundwater  at  the  157  ARW  oeeurs  in  uneonsolidated  material,  fraetured  bedroek,  and 
eompetent  bedroek.  The  prineipal  water-bearing  overburden  units  are  the  Upper  Sand  and 
Power  Sand.  Tidal  fluetuations  ean  be  measured  in  both  water  table  and  bedroek  wells  within 
the  installation.  Groundwater  elevations  also  vary  seasonally,  with  groundwater  highs  from 
Deeember  to  May  and  lows  from  July  to  September.  Based  on  the  installation  groundwater 
contour  map,  the  subjeet  property  is  on  a  loealized  high  point  with  radial  flow  outward  (157 
ARW  2008a). 

The  primary  water  souree  for  the  Pease  International  Tradeport  are  three  wells  operated  by 
Portsmouth  waterworks;  Haven,  Smith,  and  Harrison  wells  (City  of  Portsmouth  2010).  There  are 
eurrently  three  aetive  Groundwater  Management  Zones  loeated  on  the  installation,  as  mandated 
by  the  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Serviees.  A  Groundwater  Management 
Zone  is  a  three-dimensional  region  eontaining  groundwater  being  managed  to  mitigate 
impairment  eaused  by  the  release  of  eontaminants  from  a  site.  The  souree  of  eontaminants  in  the 
three  Groundwater  Management  Zones  on  the  installation  inelude  the  flightline.  Building  249  (a 
storage  faeility),  and  the  Bulk  Puels  Storage  area  (157  ARW  2008a). 
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3. 3. 4.4  Floodplains 

Per  the  FEMA  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Rockingham  County,  New  Hampshire,  Panel  255 
(Map  Number  33015C0255E,  Effective  May  17,  2005),  the  157  ARW  installation  is  located 
within  an  area  designated  as  Zone  X.  The  designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside 
the  0.2  percent  annual  chance  flood  (500  year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding 
(EEMA  2005). 

3,3.5  Biological  Resources 

3.3.5. 1  Vegetation 

Portsmouth  lAP  occurs  within  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest  (Oceanic)  Province.  Vegetation  in 
this  region  typically  is  characterized  by  a  winter  deciduous  forest  dominated  by  tall  broadleaf 
trees  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority  of  the  157  ARW  installation  is  developed  or  actively 
landscaped,  with  approximately  37  percent  containing  natural  vegetation.  Natural  vegetation 
consists  of  primarily  fragmented  areas  comprised  of  Appalachian  oak-pine  forests  in  the  northern 
and  southeastern  portion  of  the  installation.  Dominant  evergreen  species  include  white  pine 
(Pinus  strobus)  and  hemlock  {Tsuga  canadensis).  Dominant  deciduous  species  include  maples 
{Acer  spp.),  oaks  {Quercus  spp.),  birch  {Betula  spp.),  beech  {Fagus  grandifolia),  and  hickories 
{Carya  spp.)  (NGB  2011;  157  ARW  2008a,  2013b). 

3. 3. 5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  fragmented  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human  activities  at 
and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of  wildlife 
present  at  the  airport  and  the  157  ARW  installation  consists  of  species  that  are  highly  adapted  to 
developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Pease  ANGS  is  located  within  the  Atlantic  Elyway,  one  of  four 
major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the  bird  species  found  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  or  within  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  MBTA.  Common  bird  species 
occurring  or  potentially  occurring  in  or  near  the  airport  include  Rock  Doves  {Columba  livia), 
European  Starlings  {Sturnus  vulgaris).  Mourning  Doves  {Zenaida  macroura),  American  Crows 
{Corvus  brachyrhynchos),  American  Kestrels  {Falco  sparverius).  Red-winged  Blackbirds 
{Agelaius  phoeniceus),  Short-eared  Owls  (Asia  flammeus),  and  Red-tailed  Hawks  (Buteo 
jamaicensis).  Common  mammals  include  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus  virginianus),  red  foxes 
(Vulpes  vulpes),  coyotes  (Canis  latrans),  eastern  chipmunk  {Tamias  striatus),  gray  squirrel 
{Sciurus  carolinensis),  and  raccoon  {Procyon  lotor).  Common  reptiles  and  amphibians  include 
the  American  bullfrog  {Lithobates  catesbianus),  American  toad  (Anaxyrus  americanus),  eastern 
red-backed  salamander  {Plethodon  cinereus),  black  racer  {Coluber  constrictor),  snapping  turtle 
{Chelydra  serpentina),  and  spotted  turtle  {Clemmys  guttata)  (157  ARW  2008a,  2013b). 
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3. 3. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  or  candidate  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  airport  vicinity  or  on  the 
157  ARW  installation.  However,  eight  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  within  the  airport 
vicinity,  and  additional  special  status  species  have  been  observed  within  Rockingham  County 
within  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP.  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E. 
There  is  no  critical  habitat  located  on  the  installation  (157  ARW  2013,  New  Hampshire  Fish  and 
Game  2013,  New  Hampshire  Natural  Heritage  Bureau  2013). 

3. 3. 5. 4  Wetlands 

Nine  jurisdictional  wetlands,  totaling  6.86  acres,  occur  on  the  157  ARW  installation  in  the 
southeast  and  northern  portion  of  the  installation  (Figure  3.3. 4-1).  Seven  of  these  wetlands  are 
palustrine  forested  and  two  are  considered  palustrine  emergent  wetlands  (NGB  2011,  157  ARW 
2013b).  None  of  these  wetlands  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  construction  projects. 

3,3.6  Cultural  Resources 

3.3.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

All  portions  of  the  157  ARW  installation  determined  to  be  relatively  undisturbed  were 
intensively  surveyed  for  cultural  resources.  One  archaeological  resource  consisting  of  two 
Native  American  artifacts  was  encountered  in  a  shovel  test  pit  within  a  layer  of  fill  material  from 
adjacent  construction  activities.  Due  to  the  isolated  and  sparse  nature  of  the  find  and  its  location 
in  fill,  the  resource  is  considered  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (157  ARW  2009).  The 
New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  concurred  with  these  findings  (see  Muzzey  2009  in  Appendix  B4). 

3. 3. 6. 2  Architectural  Resources 

All  46  buildings  and  structures  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  era  (pre-1990)  were 
inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP-eligibility  (157  ARW  2009).  None  of  the  buildings, 
structures,  or  monuments  were  recommended  as  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (157  ARW 
2009;  St.  Fouis  2009).  The  New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  concurred  with  these  recommendations 
(see  Muzzey  2009  and  St.  Fouis  2009  in  Appendix  B4). 

3. 3. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  157  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  one  federally- 
recognized  Tribe  that  is  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  has  been 
identified:  The  Penobscot  Indian  Nation. 
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3,3,7  Land  Use 

The  Pease  ANGS  oecupies  approximately  220  fee  owned  acres  in  the  northeastern  portion  of 
Portsmouth  lAP,  situated  in  both  Newington  and  Portsmouth  in  Rockingham  County,  New 
Hampshire.  Portsmouth  lAP  is  a  holding  of  the  Pease  International  Tradeport;  the  Tradeport  is 
owned  and  operated  by  the  PDA,  a  state  agency  of  New  Hampshire.  The  present  day  Pease 
International  Tradeport  was  established  in  the  1950s  by  the  USAF  as  Pease  AFB  and  owned  by 
the  USAF  Strategic  Air  Command.  When  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Committee  closed 
Pease  AFB  in  October  1991,  the  157  ARW  became  the  sole  occupant.  The  USAF  maintained 
ownership  of  and  management  responsibility  for  the  property  of  the  remaining  1,073  acres  until 
1997.  Between  1992  and  1997,  the  USAF  transferred  1,054  acres  to  the  USFWS  and  19  acres  to 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (157  ARW  2008a). 

Land  use  surrounding  Portsmouth  lAP  is  predominantly  open  space  characterized  by  forested 
areas  interspersed  with  commercial,  residential,  industrial  parcels.  Small  parcels  of  agricultural 
use  are  located  to  the  southwest.  Wetland  areas  lie  to  the  northwest  and  southeast.  The  Great 
Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  established  in  1992  and  managed  by  the  USFWS,  occupies  a 
large  tract  of  land  just  to  the  northwest  of  the  airport  and  presents  a  barrier  to  future  development 
(Rockingham  Planning  Commission  2006).  The  Great  Bay  Estuary,  New  Hampshire’s  largest 
estuarine  system,  lies  approximately  1  mile  to  the  west  and  north  of  the  airport  boundary.  This 
estuarine  complex  is  fed  by  the  tidal  waters  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  flowing  approximately  1.5 
miles  east  of  the  airport.  The  Spaulding  Turnpike  (SR  4)  runs  roughly  parallel  to  the  airport’s 
eastern  boundary  and  1-95  traverses  just  beyond  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the  airport 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  and  provides 
protection  of  Portsmouth  lAP  (City  of  Portsmouth  2012a).  Zoning  codes  define  and  establish 
airport  hazard  zones  height  limitations  and  land  use  restrictions  within  these  zones.  This  zoning 
protects  RPZs,  details  of  which  can  be  found  in  the  Safety  section  of  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3. 
In  Portsmouth,  land  surrounding  the  airport  to  the  south  and  west  is  zoned  primarily  as  Natural 
Resource  Protection  (Open  Space/Conservation)  with  an  isolated  development  zoned  for 
Residential  use,  located  between  1-95  and  the  south  end  of  the  airport.  A  golf  course  is  also 
located  just  south  of  the  airport.  Adjacent  areas  to  the  east  of  the  airport  are  zoned  for  Business 
(Commercial),  Residential,  and  Municipal  (Public)  (City  of  Portsmouth  2012a).  In  Newington, 
areas  to  the  north  are  generally  zoned  for  Residential  and  Commercial  uses  (Town  of  Newington 
2009).  Current  average  noise  levels  from  aircraft  operations  above  65  dB  DNL  do  not  extend 
off-base  (Figure  3. 3. 7-1). 
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Figure  3,3, 7-1,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and 
Land  Use  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Source:  Plumsted  Township  Zoning  2013,  Pease  International  Tradeport  2013. 
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3,3,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.3.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  157  ARW  installation  is  supplied  by  the  Madbury  Treatment  Plant  operated 
by  the  City  of  Portsmouth  Water  Department.  Potable  water  in  the  area  is  supplied  primarily 
from  the  three  regional  groundwater  aquifer  wells  loeated  on  Pease  International  Tradeport.  The 
City  of  Portsmouth  pumps  approximately  1.64  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  eustomers 
(City  of  Portsmouth  2012b).  In  CY  2012,  26,510,960  gallons  of  potable  water  was  supplied  to 
the  157  ARW  installation  (157  ARW  2012a). 

3. 3. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  157  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
proeesses,  ineluding  oil/water  separator  diseharge,  wash  raek  diseharge,  floor  wash-down, 
latrines,  sinks,  and  showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  157  ARW  installation  is  conveyed 
into  the  municipal  sewage  system,  operated  by  the  City  of  Portsmouth  to  the  Pease  International 
Tradeport  Wastewater  Treatment  Facility.  The  facility  has  an  average  daily  flow  capacity  of  1.2 
million  gallons  per  day  but  typically  receives  0.75  million  gallons  of  wastewater  per  day  for 
treatment  (City  of  Portsmouth  2006). 

3. 3. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  Pease 
International  Tradeport  SWPPP  (2011),  the  157  ARW  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage 
conveyance  system  typified  by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface  drains,  underground 
pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and  swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see  Section  3.3.4,  Soils 
and  Water)  or  other  municipal  separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system 
has  been  designed  to  safely  collect  and  transport  surface  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to 
prevent  flooding  within  the  installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage) 
system. 

3. 3. 8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  157  ARW  installation  by  Public  Service  of  New  Hampshire  via  a 
substation  located  on  the  north  side  of  Building  153  and  is  distributed  via  underground  lines. 
Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Unitil  Corporation.  Electricity  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  157 
ARW  installation  was  4,271,136  kilowatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the 
157  ARW  installation  was  124,582  thousand  cubic  feet  (157  ARW  2012a). 
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3. 3. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Munieipal  solid  waste  at  the  157  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  aeeordanee  with  the  157  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (157  ARW  2012a)  and  guidelines  speeified  in  API  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  API  ineorporates,  by  referenee,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  eontained  within  40  CPR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applieable  federal  regulations,  APIs,  and  DoD  Direetives.  In  general,  API  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  ineorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  proeedures  for  reoyeling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  eollection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  reeordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  157  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  offiee  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  munieipal  waste,  and  eonstruetion  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  eolleeted  in  dumpsters  loeated  throughout  the  157  ARW  installation,  reeyclables  are 
separated,  and  waste  is  transported  by  eontraet  to  Turnkey  Landfill  in  Roehester,  New 
Hampshire  or  other  loeal  landfill  (157  ARW  2012a).  Up  to  83  percent  of  mixed  containers  (both 
debris  and  reeyclables)  is  recycled,  and  100  percent  of  metal  and  cardboard  are  recycled  (Smith 
2013b). 

3. 3. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  157  ARW  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways.  U.S. 
Route  4  is  located  to  the  north  and  east  of  the  installation  and  runs  west  to  Concord,  New 
Hampshire.  U.S.  Route  4  intersects  with  New  Hampshire  Route  16  northeast  of  the  installation. 
New  Hampshire  Route  16  intersects  with  1-95  southeast  of  the  airport  and  runs  the  entire  length 
of  the  eastern  seaboard.  In  addition,  SRs  lOI  and  108  are  located  near  the  installation  to  the 
south  and  west.  Access  to  the  installation  is  located  at  the  intersection  of  Pease  Boulevard  and 
Arboretum  Drive  (157  ARW  2008a). 

3,3.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 . 3 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  157  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  operations  support  and 
maintenance,  including  POL  management  and  distribution,  liquid  fuels  maintenance, 
transportation  maintenance,  vehicle  paint,  power  production,  machine  shop  operations,  and  flight 
simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  157  ARW  installation  include  hydraulic 
fluid,  waste  oils,  recovered  fuels,  spent  cleaners,  strippers,  solvents,  flammable  and  combustible 
liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints  (157  ARW  2013c). 
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The  are  16  ASTs  that  are  currently  on  the  installation  that  are  used  to  store  heating  oil,  diesel,  jet 
fuel,  motor  gasoline,  and  high  expansion  foam.  The  majority  of  USTs  currently  at  the 
installation  are  used  as  overflow  storage  tanks  in  conjunction  with  various  OWSs.  There  is  one 
registered  4,000-gallon  UST  adjacent  to  Building  168  in  the  Bulk  Fuels  Storage  Area  (157  ARW 
2005). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  157  ARW  installation  in  201 1.  ACM 
identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  Buildings/Hangars  149,  151, 
152,  153,  241,  247,  251,  252,  254,  and  262  (157  ARW  2005,  2011a). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  157  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation  (157  ARW  2005). 

PCB-containing  transformers  were  removed  from  the  subject  property  in  1993.  With  the 
exception  of  occasionally  encountering  a  PCB  ballast,  there  are  no  known  sources  of  PCBs  at  the 
subject  property  (157  ARW  2005). 

3. 3. 9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  157  ARW  Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and  Countermeasure  Plan  contains  the  governing 
regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and  responding  to 
releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (157  ARW  2012b).  The 
157  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling  and  managing 
hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed.  In  addition,  it 
includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  pertaining  to 
hazardous  waste  (157  ARW  2012a). 

The  157  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Small  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  by  the  USEPA  and 
maintains  USEPA  Identification  Number  NH8572824847.  The  157  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Pull 
Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  per  New  Hampshire  regulations.  Pull  Quantity 
Generators  are  defined  as  those  entities  generating  greater  than  or  equal  to  100  kilograms  of 
hazardous  waste  a  month.  Although  facilities  that  generate  this  amount  (but  no  more  than  2,200 
pounds)  of  hazardous  waste  are  considered  a  small  quantity  generator  by  the  USEPA,  the  157 
ARW  follows  the  more  stringent  Pull  Quantity  Generator  requirements  of  New  Hampshire.  A 
hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where  the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  A  SAP  is 
an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially  accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the 
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control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous  wastes  initially  aeeumulated  at  a  SAP  are  aeeumulated 
in  appropriate  eontainers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.  There  are  29  SAPs 
(where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated)  identified  at  the  installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  145, 
146,  149,  157,  243,  244,  245,  168,  249,  251,  253,  254,  and  256.  The  installation  CAP  consists  of 
two  outdoor  hazmat  storage  sheds  and  a  small  portion  of  Hangar  253  (157  ARW  2013o). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
eontaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Fourteen 
OWSs  are  loeated  on  the  157  ARW  installation.  These  OWSs  primarily  reeeive  diseharge  from 
floor  drains  in  maintenanee  areas.  One  3,000-gallon  eonerete  OWS  for  Building  249  failed  in 
the  1980s  and  eontaminated  the  soil  and  groundwater.  It  was  replaeed  in  1992  with  a  new  1,000- 
gallon  eonerete  OWS.  This  resulted  in  the  institution  of  a  ground  water  management  zone  to 
monitor  the  petroleum  eontaminants  (see  Seetion  3.3.4,  Soils  and  Water)  (157  ARW  2005). 

3. 3. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  two  closed  ERP  sites  at  the  157  ARW  installation.  Table  3. 3. 9-1  provides  details  for 
eaeh  of  these  sites  and  Figure  3. 3. 9-1  shows  the  loeations. 


Table  3,3, 9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  157  ARW  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

31 

Waste  Solvent  Tank  loeated  at  Building  244,  former  aireraft  maintenanee  and 
repair  building.  Degreasing  operations  generated  waste  solvents,  primarily 
triehloroethene.  Triehloroethene  was  held  in  a  1,200-gallon  UST  adjaeent  to 
Building  244.  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  eonfirmed  that  the  UST  had  leaked. 

Closed 

44 

This  site  was  a  Paint  Can  Disposal  Area  and  was  a  eommon  loeation  for  burial 
waste  floeeulent  generated  at  the  industrial  waste  treatment  plant.  Soil  and 
groundwater  sampling  eondueted  showed  that  eontaminant  eoneentrations  did  not 
exeeed  aetion  levels. 

Closed 

Note:  UST  =  underground  storage  tank 
Source-.  157  ARW  2005. 
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3,3,10  Socioeconomics 

3.3.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 

Pease  ANGS  is  located  in  Portsmouth  and  Newington,  New  Hampshire,  in  Rockingham  County. 
Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  New  Hampshire,  Rockingham  County, 
Town  of  Newington,  and  Portsmouth  are  provided  in  Table  3.3.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010, 
Rockingham  County’s  population  increased  by  49,378,  an  increase  of  approximately  20  percent 
(USCB  1990c,  2000c,  2010d). 


Table  3,3,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pease  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

New  Hampshire 

1,109,252 

1,235,786 

1,316,470 

Roekingham  County 

245,845 

277,359 

295,223 

Town  of  Newington 

990 

775 

753 

Portsmouth 

25,925 

20,784 

20,779 

Source'.  Town  of  Newington  2009;  USCB  1990c,  2000c,  2010d. 


The  157  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,382,  including  539  full-time 
and  843  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-18). 

Employment  and  Earnings 

Table  3.3.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  New  Hampshire,  Rockingham 
County,  Town  of  Newington,  and  Portsmouth.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates,  there 
were  171,749  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  161,577  employed  within 
Rockingham  County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  6  percent.  Top 
employment  industries  in  Rockingham  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care 
and  social  assistance;  2)  retail;  and  3)  manufacturing  (USCB  201  Id).  Principal  employers  in  the 
region  include  Portsmouth  Naval  Shipyard,  UA  Local  788  Marine  Pipefitter,  Portsmouth 
Regional  Hospital,  and  Liberty  Mutual  Insurance  (InfoGroup  2013,  157  ARW  2008a). 


Table  3,3,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pease  ANGS 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (%) 

New  Hampshire 

743,342 

696,674 

46,668 

6.3 

Roekingham  County 

171,749 

161,577 

10,172 

5.9 

Town  of  Newington 

416 

414 

2 

0.5 

Portsmouth 

13,222 

12,625 

597 

4.5 

Note'.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 
Source-.  USCB  201  Id. 
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3.3.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  53,702  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Rockingham  County  (USCB  201  Id). 

3.3.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Rockingham  County  was  126,709,  with  a  vacancy  rate 
of  approximately  9  percent  (USCB  2010d). 

3,3,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.3.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.3.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low- income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
New  Hampshire,  as  well  as  the  eounty  and  towns  within  the  vieinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP. 
Approximately  4  percent  of  the  population  of  Rockingham  County  is  composed  of  minorities 
(i.e.,  an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared  to 
approximately  6  pereent  for  the  state  of  New  Hampshire.  The  pereentage  of  population  living 
below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  New  Hampshire  (approximately  8  percent)  is  higher  than 
Rockingham  County  (approximately  5  percent)  (USCB  2010d). 


Table  3,3,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pease  ANGS^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

New  Hampshire 

1,316,470 

80,420 

6.1 

105,318 

8.0 

287,234 

21.8 

Rockingham 

County 

295,223 

13,257 

4.4 

14,466 

4.9 

67,438 

22.8 

Town  of 

Newington 

753 

28 

3.7 

28 

3.7 

130 

17.3 

Portsmouth 

20,779 

1,762 

8.5 

1,870 

9.0 

3,459 

16.6 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the  2010 

census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-201 1  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals 
under  15  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  2010d,  201  id. 


The  65  dB  DNL  contour  does  not  extend  off  the  airport  property;  therefore,  currently  there  are 
no  populations,  including  minority  or  low-income  populations,  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP 
within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 
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3.3.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Rockingham  County  was 
approximately  67,438  (22.8  percent  of  the  population)  (Table  3.3.11-1).  The  state  of  New 
Hampshire  has  a  slightly  lower  percentage  population  of  children  compared  to  the  counties  (21.8 
percent).  There  are  no  on-installation  housing  or  facilities  for  children  located  at  the  157  ARW 
installation.  Currently  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off-installation  schools  that 
are  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 
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3,4  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Pittsburgh  ANGS,  home  of  171  ARW  of  the  PA  ANG,  is  loeated  approximately  12  miles 
northwest  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  in  Allegheny  County.  The  171  ARW  installation  is 
situated  on  the  southeastern  side  of  the  Pittsburgh  lAP,  an  international  airport  owned  and 
operated  by  the  ACAA. 

3.4.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impaets  in  the  vieinity  of  a  military  installation  loeated  within  a  eommereial 
airport  with  a  published  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for 
use  of  the  FAA’s  INM  to  generate  DNL  noise  eontours.  The  ACAA  under  the  FAA  uses  the 
INM  eomputer  model  for  generating  noise  eontours  and  for  Pittsburgh  lAP,  the  FAA’s  INM  was 
used.  For  more  detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods  see  Appendix  A,  Seetion 
A.  1.2. 

3. 4. 1.1  Baseline  Operations 

This  seetion  deseribes  the  baseline  eonditions  as  approved  by  the  ACAA.  In  2006,  the  ACAA 
eompleted  Noise  Exposure  Maps  Update  as  part  of  the  FAA’s  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility 
Program  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  based  on  operational  data  from  a  12-month  period  ending  February 
2005.  The  study  used  the  standard  FAA  INM  program  to  establish  noise  eontours  based  on  those 
operations  and  is  the  FAA  approved  and  publie  doeument  for  the  noise  eompatibility  program 
eurrently  in  effeet  for  the  airport. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  March  2013  (FAA  2013,  171  ARW  2013a), 
approximately  139,217  total  aircraft  operations  occurred  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  during  2012;  of  those, 
the  171  ARW  flew  a  total  of  6,943  airfield  operations  with  approximately  7  percent  at  night 
(approximately  5  percent  of  total  operations  at  the  airfield).  These  numbers  were  validated  by 
the  171  ARW  and  Pittsburgh  ATADs  (FAA  tower)  report  and  are  used  as  the  basis  for 
determination  of  KC-46A  airfield  operations  for  the  Proposed  Action  (FAA  2013,  171  ARW 
2013a). 

The  current  FAR  Part  150  data  identified  321,436  total  aircraft  operations  that  occurred  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  during  the  12-month  period  ending  March  2006.  Per  the  request  of  the  ACAA, 
the  current  approved  and  published  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  for 
Pittsburgh  lAP  is  used  as  the  baseline  for  this  analysis  (Belotti  2013).  The  baseline  aircraft 
operations  at  the  airport  used  for  this  analysis  differs  from  the  current  2012  aircraft  operations 
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due  to  changes  to  airfield  use  by  U.S.  Air  which  no  longer  uses  Pittsburgh  lAP  as  a  major 
commercial  airline  hub. 

Table  3.4. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of  aircraft  operations  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  based  on 
information  provided  by  base  staff,  flying  organizations,  and  air  traffic  control  personnel.  An 
aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft  departs  from  the  runway  and  each  time  they 
approach  the  runway.  The  majority  of  aircraft  traffic  includes  air  cargo,  commercial  regional  jets 
(air  taxi),  and  larger  commercial  aircraft  and  other  based  military  aircraft,  along  with  based  ANG 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  are  also  a  number  of  general  aviation  jet  and  non-jet  and  corporate 
aircraft  based  at  the  airfield.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at  an  airfield  varies 
from  day  to  day,  for  Pittsburgh  lAP,  operations  are  calculated  for  an  AAD,  meaning  that  yearly 
operations  are  averaged  across  all  365  days  of  the  year.  Table  3.4. 1-1  reflects  a  total  of 
approximately  881  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (321,436  divided  by  365  days). 
Approximately  9  percent  of  the  total  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  occur  during  environmental 
night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00  a.m.). 


Table  3,4,1-1,  Current  Pittsburgh  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  FAR  Part  150^ 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Total^ 

KC-135 

6,530 

0 

6,530 

0 

13,060 

0 

13,060 

Other  Aircraft'^ 

140,683 

13,505 

140,683 

13,505 

281,366 

27,010 

308,376 

Total 

147,213 

13,505 

147,213 

13,505 

294,426 

27,010 

321,436 

Notes:  1.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 

2.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

3.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

4.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
Boeing  747,  717,  and  the  Airbus  321. 

Source:  ACAA  2006. 

Based  on  the  published  FAR  Part  150  Study  (2006),  the  171  ARW  KC-135  aircraft  flew  a  total 
of  13,060  annual  airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  36  airfield  operations  a  day.  No  KC-135 
operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  occur  during  environmental  night  in  the  baseline  data. 
Approximately  4  percent  of  total  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  are  accomplished  by  the  171  ARW 
KC-135  aircraft  (ACAA  2006). 

3 .4. 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Pittsburgh  lAP  aircraft  use  VFR  departures,  published  Standard  Instrument  Departures,  straight 
in  approaches,  overhead  approaches,  IFR  or  radar  closed  patterns,  and  VFR  closed  patterns  along 
with  re-entry  VFR  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns  for  general  aviation  and  military  training 
flights  and  local  arrival  and  departures.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed 
pattern  flight  tracks  are  found  in  the  Appendix  C,  Noise. 
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3.4. 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  are  shown  in  Figure 
3.4. 1-1.  The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  Pittsburgh  lAP  property  is  shown  in 
Table  3.4. 1-2.  Approximately  3,138  acres  are  exposed  to  DNE  greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB. 
Detailed  information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be 
found  in  Section  3.4.7,  Land  Use. 


Table  3,4,l-2,  Acres  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Pittsburgh  lAP 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On  Airport 
(acres) 

Off  Airport 
(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

1,331.5 

128.6 

1,460.1 

70-75 

850.7 

0 

850.7 

75-80 

468.6 

0 

468.6 

80-85 

151.5 

0 

151.5 

Greater  than  85 

207.5 

0 

207.5 

Total 

3,009.8 

128.6 

3,138.4 

Notes:  dB  =  decibel 


Potential  Hearing  Loss 


As  shown  in  Table  3.4. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  that  falls  within  the  80+ 
dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  currently  associated  with  these 
areas. 

3 .4. 1 .4  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Procedures 

Pittsburgh  lAP  has  no  published  restrictions  on  flying  activities  but  has  instituted  noise 
abatement  procedures  that  are  incorporated  directly  into  their  Air  Traffic  Control  Operating 
Procedures.  Procedures  include  departing  aircraft  to  maintain  runway  heading  to  1,700  feet 
above  mean  sea  level  (AMSL)  and  follow  Departure  Control  (SkyVector  2013b). 

3 .4. 1 .5  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Currently,  Pittsburgh  lAP  procedures  for  registering  and  logging  noise  complaints  are  through 
the  Airport  Operation’s  staff,  who  receive  calls  on  a  24-hour  basis.  Calls  requiring  investigation 
and/or  follow  up  to  assure  compliance  with  the  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Program  are  submitted  to 
the  Manager  of  Planning  Services.  During  2012,  the  airport  reported  a  total  of  274  complaints, 
259  from  three  specific  individuals  and  15  from  others.  Any  noise  complaints  resulting  from  the 
171  ARW  are  routed  through  171  ARW  operations  for  resolution.  The  number  of  noise 
complaints  is  not  considered  significant  due  to  the  large  airport  property  and  lack  of  urban 
encroachment  (Belotti  2013). 
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3,4,2  Air  Quality 

3.4.2. 1  Regulatory  Setting 

In  addition  to  criteria  pollutants,  the  USEPA  has  defined  187  substances  as  HAPs.  HAPS  are 
substances  that  have  been  determined  to  present  some  level  of  acute  or  chronic  health  risk 
(cancer  or  non-cancer)  to  the  general  public.  These  pollutants  may  be  emitted  in  trace  amounts 
from  various  types  of  sources,  including  combustion  sources.  HAPs  are  regulated  for  specific 
source  categories  under  the  USEPA’s  National  Emission  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 
regulations. 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  Pennsylvania  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (PADEP)  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the 
regulation  of  air  quality  within  the  state  of  Pennsylvania.  The  state  of  Pennsylvania  regulates  air 
quality  through  the  Pennsylvania  Code  Title  25,  Article  III,  Chapters  12 1  through  145.  Within 
Allegheny  County,  air  quality  is  regulated  by  the  Allegheny  County  Health  Department  Division 
of  Air  Quality  through  Article  XXI  Air  Quality  Regulations.  The  state  of  Pennsylvania  has 
adopted  the  NAAQS,  and  has  adopted  additional  standards  regulating  beryllium,  fluorides, 
hydrogen  sulfide,  and  settled  particulate  matter.  Because  the  Proposed  Action  would  not 
contribute  to  emissions  of  these  pollutants,  they  are  not  considered  further  in  this  EIS.  The 
NAAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 4.2-1. 

Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  in 
Allegheny  County.  The  USEPA  has  classified  Allegheny  County  as  a  moderate  nonattainment 
area  for  the  1997  8-hour  O3  NAAQS,  and  is  classified  as  a  marginal  nonattainment  area  for  the 
2008  8-hour  O3  NAAQS.  Allegheny  County  is  also  a  nonattainment  area  for  PM2.5.  Pittsburgh 
is  also  designated  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  CO,  but  this  designation  applies  only  in  high  traffic 
areas  in  the  central  business  district  of  the  city.  The  region  is  designated  attainment/unclassified 
area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  Alternative  #4  is  therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the 
nonattainment  classification  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  for  O3  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is  100  tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission 
threshold  for  PM2.5  emissions  is  also  100  tpy. 
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Table  3,4,2-l,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/mb 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(lOmg/m^) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 

The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 

3.4. 2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

Pittsburgh  is  located  in  the  southwestern  corner  of  Pennsylvania,  at  the  foothills  of  the  Allegheny 
Mountains,  where  the  Allegheny  and  Monongahela  Rivers  join  to  form  the  Ohio.  The  city’s 
humid  climate  is  modified  slightly  by  its  relative  proximity  to  the  Atlantic  Seaboard  and  the 
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Great  Lakes.  The  Pittsburgh  area  experiences  extremes  of  all  four  seasons.  Precipitation  is 
distributed  throughout  the  year,  with  much  of  the  precipitation  occurring  as  snow  during  the 
winter  months  (Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013c). 


January  is  the  coldest  month,  with  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  lO.O^F.  July  is  the 
hottest  month,  with  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  82.7°F.  The  average  annual 
temperature  is  50.3°F.  The  average  annual  precipitation  in  Pittsburgh  is  36.9  inches  (Northeast 
Regional  Climate  Center  2013c). 


The  average  wind  speed  in  the  Pittsburgh  area  is  9  miles  per  hour.  Winds  are  generally  westerly 
to  southwesterly  during  the  year  (Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013c). 

3.4. 2. 3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  171  ARW  of  the  PA  ANG  is  based  on  the  southwestern  side  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  in  Allegheny 
County,  Pennsylvania.  The  surrounding  area  includes  a  mix  of  uses,  including  residential 
development,  commercial  development,  and  open  space. 


The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Allegheny 
County.  Table  3. 4. 2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary  and  mobile)  of  criteria 
pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 


Table  3,4,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  | 

Stationary  Sources 

21,006 

4,790 

17,467 

43,185 

6,387 

5,411 

Area- Wide  Source 

1,196 

20,270 

165 

29 

11,969 

1,613 

Mobile  Sources 

141,851 

13,231 

24,496 

351 

1,203 

1,038 

Total 

164,053 

38,291 

42,128 

43,565 

19,559 

8,062 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  match  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3.4. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  171  ARW  for  the  period  2008-2012  are 
shown  in  Table  3. 4.2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  stations  to  Pittsburgh  lAP  include  three 
monitoring  stations  in  Pittsburgh  itself. 
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As  shown  in  Table  3.4. 2-3,  the  area  has  experieneed  several  O3  exeeedanees  during  the  reeent 
5-year  period.  The  Pittsburgh  area  also  experienced  exceedances  of  the  24-hour  PM2.5  standard. 
The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not  experience  violations  of  other  NAAQS. 


Table  3,4,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  Pittsburgh  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.08 

0.071 

0.084 

0.086 

0.086 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

1 

0 

2 

3 

8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (|ig/m^) 

39.7 

33.3 

41.5 

32.1 

23.1 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  pg/m^) 

3 

0 

3 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

12.9 

11.6 

12.2 

11.1 

10.1 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

58 

53 

58 

55 

54 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

1.8 

1.9 

1.8 

1.9 

4.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8-hour  value  (ppm) 

1.3 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

2.5 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

iNitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.086 

0.059 

0.066 

0.069 

0.047 

98"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.066 

0.049 

0.051 

0.058 

0.043 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ISulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.106 

0.087 

0.057 

0.037 

0.034 

99"’  Pereentile  (ppm) 

0.062 

0.061 

0.035 

0.023 

0.022 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)’ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.019 

0.020 

0.021 

0.013 

0.010 

Notes:  l.The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  2010. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source-.  USEPA2013a. 

3.4. 2. 5  171®‘  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  171  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  16  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  171  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

Emissions  for  the  171  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2011  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(171  ARW  2013b).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  171  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Federal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
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thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  50  tpy  for  VOCs,  100  tpy  for  all  other 
criteria  pollutants,  and  less  than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any  combination  of  HAPs. 

The  171  ARW  does  not  currently  hold  a  Title  V  Operating  Permit,  but  operates  under  a  Minor 
Source  Operating  Permit  (No.  0287)  issued  by  the  Allegheny  County  Health  Department.  The 
2011  Air  Emissions  Inventory  demonstrates  that  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from 
stationary  sources  are  below  the  major  source  thresholds. 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  171  ARW  include  emissions  from  combustion  sources, 
chemical  use,  and  small  arms  fire.  Mobile  source  emissions  include  emissions  from  aircraft 
operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle  operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft 
operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the  aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim 
checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  171  ARW  installation  considered  all  based 
and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all  flight  activities  below  the 
default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also  include  stationary  sources,  and 
emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing  personnel  and  dependents. 
These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources,  account  for  the  majority  of 
the  emissions  from  the  installation. 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #4,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-19,  utilizing  site-specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate 
aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  AGE.  A  discussion  of  the 
methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.2.3.  Emissions  for 
the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in 
Table  3. 4.2-4. 


Table  3,4,2-4,  171  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

3.42 

50.69 

67.79 

6.14 

0.33 

0.33 

17,082 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2,395 

Engine  Testing 

0.11 

1.67 

0.46 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

198 

POVs 

4.27 

65.56 

3.37 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

2,270 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

7.81 

117.93 

71.72 

6.26 

0.48 

0.40 

21,946 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  match  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 
Source-.  171  ARW  2013b. 
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3.4,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
Pittsburgh  lAP. 

3.4.3. 1  Ground  Safety 

Fire/ Crash  Response 

Day-to-day  operations  and  maintenance  activities  conducted  by  the  171  ARW  are  performed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  USAF  safety  regulations,  published  USAF  Technical  Orders,  and 
standards  prescribed  by  AFOSH  requirements.  Under  previous  NEPA  analysis  (171  ARW 
2012a),  the  171  ARW  plans  to  move  the  Fire/Crash  Rescue  Station  to  Building  304.  The 
Fire/Crash  Rescue  Station  currently  provides  fire,  crash,  rescue,  and  structural  fire  protection  for 
the  installation  and  its  aircraft.  The  171  ARW  also  has  arrangements  with  the  Allegheny  County 
Fire  Department;  Ohio  Valley  Fire  Defense  Mutual  Aid  Association;  and  the  PADEP  Emergency 
Response  Team,  Greater  Pittsburgh  area  for  mutual  aid  in  fire  protection,  first  responder  and 
lifesaving  services,  and  hazardous  materials  incident  response  (171  ARW  2009). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrictions  associated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preclude  incompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas.  The  city  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  utilizes  the 
EAA’s  airport  land  use  compatibility  guidelines,  and  as  such,  the  RPZs  have  allowed 
development  to  be  compatible  with  airport  operations.  Details  of  development  and  land  use  in 
the  Pittsburgh  lAP  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.4.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

The  171  ARW  uses  a  small  range  of  munitions  required  for  performance  of  their  mission.  The 
existing  munitions  storage  capabilities  on  Pittsburgh  ANGS  meet  the  requirement  for  small  arms 
deployment/training  ammunition  and  other  munitions  required  by  the  171  ARW.  Three 
munitions  storage  areas  (Buildings  515,  516,  and  517)  have  quantity-distance  (QD)  safety  zones 
(171  ARW  2012a). 
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Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  117  ARW  military  facilities  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  were  constructed  before  AT/FP 
considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current  conditions,  many  facilities  do  not 
comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new  construction  occurs  and  as  facilities 
are  modified,  the  PA  ANG  would  incorporate  these  standards  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable. 

3. 4. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Pittsburgh  ANGS  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules.  Specific 
safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be  followed  by  all 
aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFl  11-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations,  C/KC-135 
Operations  Procedures,  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close  proximity 
during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency  separation 
procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (all  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flight  hours  (AFSEC  2012).  The  171  ARW  recently  completed  their 
53'^‘*  consecutive  year  and  nearly  230,000  flying  hours  without  a  Class-A  mishap  (Pittsburgh 
ANGS  2013). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Flazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  all  reported  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes, 
with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  171  ARW  has  an  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and  assistance  is 
freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  staff,  and  the  local  air  traffic  controllers. 
Most  strikes  occur  in  August  and  September  with  small  birds  such  as  blackbirds,  swallows,  or 
larks.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  Pittsburgh  lAP  area  are  rare  and 
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have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  2013).  The  171  ARW  has  recorded 
69  minor  BASH  incidents  in  the  airfield  area  from  2005  to  2012,  with  an  average  of  fewer  than 
nine  bird  strikes  per  year  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  2013). 

Fuel  Jettison 

For  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Airbases  must  establish  jettison  areas  and 
procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at 
altitudes  above  20,000  feet  AGL,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas, 
agricultural  regions,  and  water  supply  sources.  APIs  cover  the  fuel  jettison  procedures,  and  local 
operating  policies  define  specific  fuel  ejection  areas  for  each  base.  In  accordance  with  the  AFI, 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  has  established  local  procedures  for  gross  weight  adjustments  but  fuel 
jettisoning  is  an  emergency  procedure  only  and  is  not  practiced  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  2013). 

3,4,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.4.4.1  Soils 

This  area  of  Pennsylvania  is  within  the  Appalachian  Highlands  on  a  dissected  plateau  that  is 
underlain  by  sedimentary  rocks.  There  are  narrow,  level  valleys  and  narrow,  sloping  ridgetops 
separated  by  long,  steep  to  very  steep  side  slopes  (USD A  2006).  The  171  ARW  installation  is 
surrounded  by  steep  slopes  that  can  exceed  25  percent  in  some  areas.  The  developed  areas 
within  the  installation  consist  of  a  graded  hilltop  leveled  to  accommodate  aircraft  facilities  and  a 
series  of  terraces  to  maximize  buildable  land.  Relief  ranges  from  135  to  140  feet  MSL  (171 
ARW  2012a). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania  identifies  the  following  eight 
individual  soil  types  at  the  installation: 

Atkins  silt  loam:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  floodplains  from  recent  alluvium  derived  from 
sandstone  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited 
due  to  high  flooding  potential  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  5 
percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Ernest  silt  loam,  2  to  8  percent  slopes:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  hillslopes  from  colluvium 
derived  from  shale  and  siltstone.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered 
somewhat  limited  due  to  steep  slopes  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type  is 
designated  as  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  (NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  3  percent  of 
the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 
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Gilpin-Upshur  complex,  very  steep:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on  hillslopes  from  residuum 
weathered  from  sandstone,  siltstone,  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is 
eonsidered  very  limited  due  to  steep  slope  and  depth  to  hard  bedrock  (NRCS  2013c). 
Approximately  10  pereent  of  the  installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil  type. 

Gilpin  silt  loam:  This  soil  is  typieally  found  on  hills  from  residuum  weathered  from  sandstone, 
siltstone,  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited 
due  to  steep  slope  and  depth  to  hard  bedroek  (NRCS  2013o).  Approximately  3  percent  of  the 
installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Gilpin,  Weikert,  and  Culleoka  shaly  silt  loams,  very  steep:  This  soil  is  typically  found  on 
hillslopes  from  residuum  weathered  from  sandstone,  siltstone,  and  shale.  The  rating  class  for 
building  site  development  is  considered  very  limited  due  to  steep  slope  and  depth  to  hard 
bedrock  (NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  3  percent  of  the  installation  is  eomposed  of  this  soil 
type. 

Urban  land-Culleoka  complex,  gently  sloping  and  moderately  steep:  This  soil  consists  of 
strongly  intermingled  Urban  land  and  Culleoka  soil.  Urban  land  eonsists  of  soil  from  eut/fill 
sites  used  for  buildings,  paved  roads,  parking  lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The 
rating  elass  for  building  site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type  (NRCS  2013c). 
Approximately  56  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Wharton  silt  loam:  This  soil  is  typieally  found  on  hills  from  residuum  weathered  from  siltstone 
and  shale.  The  rating  elass  for  building  site  development  is  considered  somewhat  limited  to  very 
limited  due  to  shrink-well  potential,  slope,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone.  In  addition,  this  soil  type 
is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland  or  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  depending  upon  slope 
(NRCS  2013c).  Approximately  21  pereent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

3.4. 4.2  Surface  Water 

Surfaee  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  171  ARW  installation  include  McClarens  Run  to 
the  southwest,  a  tributary  of  Montour  Run,  that  ultimately  discharges  into  the  Ohio  River. 
Surface  water  within  the  installation  primarily  consists  of  a  series  of  man-made  ditehes,  storm 
sewers,  and  drainage  swales  (Figure  3. 4.4-1).  Drainage  of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by 
overland  flow  to  storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  connected  by  a  network  of  underground  pipes  (171 
ARW  2010a). 
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There  are  15  stormwater  outfalls  on  the  171  ARW  installation,  ineluding  an  OWS  outfall.  Nine 
drainage  basins  receive  runoff  from  industrial  areas  on  the  installation:  SDO-001,  -002, 
-003,  -004,  -006,  -007,  -010,  -014,  and  -015.  All  outfalls  ultimately  discharge  to  McClarens 
Run.  The  nine  outfalls  associated  with  industrial  activity  are  regulated  under  the  Pennsylvania 
General  Permit  for  Discharges  of  Stormwater  Associated  with  Industrial  Activity  (PA-R806184). 
The  permit  is  administered  by  the  PA  DEP  under  the  auspice  of  the  USEPA  (171  ARW  2010a). 

3. 4. 4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  part  of  the  Appalachian  Plateaus  aquifers.  The  principal  coal-bearing 
formations  are  Pennsylvanian  in  age  and  consist  of  sequences  of  sandstone,  shale,  conglomerate, 
clay,  coal,  and  minor  limestone.  The  sandstones  are  the  most  productive  aquifers,  although  coal 
beds  and  limestones  also  yield  water  (USGS  1995c).  Historical  large-scale  coal  mining  has  led 
to  pollution  issues  in  both  groundwater  and  surface  water  in  many  areas  by  sulfur  and  iron 
exposure  (PADEP  2004). 

Based  on  topography  of  the  installation,  the  direction  of  regional  groundwater  flow  is  to  the 
southwest,  toward  McClarens  Run.  Site-specific  groundwater  flow  may  fluctuate  based  on  local 
geology,  local  well  use,  and  seasonal  variations  (Department  of  Military  and  Veterans  Affairs 
2007).  The  major  source  of  groundwater  near  the  installation  is  alluvial  deposits  in  floodplains, 
particularly  along  the  Allegheny  and  Ohio  rivers  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3. 4. 4.4  Eloodplains 

Per  the  EEMA  Elood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania,  Panel  302  (Map 
Number  42003C0302E,  Effective  October  4,  1995),  the  171  ARW  installation  is  located  within 
an  area  designated  as  Zone  X.  The  designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside  the 
0.2  percent  annual  chance  flood  (500  year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding  (EEMA 
1995). 

3,4.5  Biological  Resources 

3.4.5. 1  Vegetation 

The  Pittsburgh  lAP  occurs  within  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest  (Oceanic)  Province.  Vegetation 
in  this  region  typically  is  characterized  by  a  winter  deciduous  forest  dominated  by  tall  broadleaf 
trees  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority  of  the  171  ARW  installation  is  developed  or  actively 
landscaped,  with  approximately  15  percent  containing  natural  vegetation.  Natural  vegetation  is 
comprised  of  fragmented  stands  of  deciduous  forest  along  the  southwest  portion  of  the 
installation  which  consist  of  primarily  sugar  maple  {Acer  saccharum),  black  cherry  {Prunus 
serotina),  American  elm  {Ulmus  americana),  shagbark  hickory  {Carya  ovata),  and  box  elder 
{Acer  negundo).  In  addition,  small  areas  of  shrublands  occur  along  the  edge  of  the  forest  stands 
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and  are  comprised  of  species  such  as  blackberry  (Rubus  spp.),  red-panicle  dogwood  (Cornus 
racemosa),  and  multiflora  rose  {Rosa  multiflora)  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3. 4.5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  lack  of  substantial  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human 
activities  at  and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of 
wildlife  present  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  and  the  171  ARW  installation  consists  of  species 
that  are  highly  adapted  to  developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  within  the 
Atlantic  Flyway,  one  of  four  major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority 
of  the  bird  species  found  within  Pittsburgh  lAP  or  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  MBTA. 
Common  bird  species  found  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  include  Ring-Billed  Gull  {Larus 
delawarensis),  Canada  Goose  (Branta  canadensis),  American  Crow  {Corvus  brachyrhynchos), 
European  Starling  {Sternus  vulgaris),  Killdeer  {Charadrius  wilsonia)  and  Mourning  Dove 
{Zenaida  macroura).  Other  common  wildlife  species  include  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus 
virginianus),  red  fox  (Vulpes  vulpes).  Eastern  gray  squirrel  (Sciurus  carolinensis),  opossum 
{Didelphis  marsupialis),  eastern  cottontail  (Sylvilagus  floridanus),  raccoon  (Procyon  lotor),  and 
woodchuck  {Marmota  monax)  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3. 4. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  or  candidate  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  airport  or  on  the  171 
ARW  installation.  The  potential  for  several  federally  listed  species  that  have  been  observed  in 
Allegheny  County  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  exists;  however,  there  is  little  to  no 
habitat  for  these  species  within  the  airport  or  the  installation  (171  ARW  2012a).  Several  state 
listed  species  have  been  observed  within  Allegheny  County  and  have  the  potential  to  occur  on  or 
within  the  vicinity  of  the  installation;  however,  only  one  of  these  have  been  observed  on  the 
installation  (Torrey’s  Rush).  Torrey’s  Rush  {Juncus  torrei),  a  Pennsylvania  threatened  plant 
species,  has  been  identified  on  the  installation,  in  the  area  of  the  mitigation  wetlands  (see 
Wetland  Section  below).  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E.  There  is  no  critical 
habitat  located  on  the  installation. 

3. 4. 5. 4  Wetlands 

One  palustrine  emergent/scrub-shrub  wetland  occurs  on  the  installation  between  the  east  and 
west  aircraft  parking  aprons.  This  wetland  was  constructed  as  mitigation  for  the  wetlands  that 
were  impacted  during  the  construction  of  the  east  aircraft  parking  apron  in  the  1990s.  This 
wetland  is  associated  with  headwaters  of  two  unnamed  tributaries  to  McClaren’s  Run  and  are 
most  likely  jurisdictional  wetlands  (Eigure  3. 4.4-1)  (171  ARW  2012a). 
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3.4.6  Cultural  Resources 

3.4.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

A  majority  of  the  171  ARW  installation  is  developed  with  buildings  and  pavement. 
Approximately  1.2  aeres  in  the  southeast  portion  of  the  installation  was  determined  to  be 
relatively  undisturbed.  This  area  was  intensively  surveyed  for  cultural  resources  in  2011.  No 
NRHP-eligible  resources  were  located  (171  ARW  2012b,  McLearen  2011).  The  Pennsylvania 
SHPO  concurred  with  these  findings  (see  McLearen  2011  in  Appendix  B4). 

3.4. 6.2  Arehiteetural  Resourees 

All  25  arehiteetural  resources  at  the  171  ARW  installation  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  era 
or  eonstrueted  before  1990  were  inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  (171  ARW 
2012b).  None  of  the  buildings  were  recommended  as  eligible  to  the  NRHP. 

3.4. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  171  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  five  federally- 
reeognized  Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have 
been  identified;  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York,  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York,  Seneea  Nation  of 
Indians,  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneea  Indians  of  New  York,  and  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York. 

3.4.7  Land  Use 

The  171  ARW  is  loeated  at  Pittsburgh  lAP,  in  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania.  Two  townships 
are  immediately  adjaeent  to  the  airport:  Moon  Township  is  north  and  east  of  the  Airport,  and 
Findlay  Township  is  west  and  south  of  the  airport.  Independence  Township  (Beaver  County), 
North  Fayette  Township,  Robinson  Township,  and  Coraopolis  Township  are  located  to  the  west, 
south,  southeast,  and  northeast  of  the  airport,  respeetively.  Land  uses  surrounding  the  airport 
include  a  mixture  of  suburban  and  rural  land  uses  including  Recreation/Conservation, 
Commercial,  Industrial,  and  Undeveloped  (Allegheny  County  2008).  No  houses,  ehurches, 
schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  reeeptors  are  loeated  within  areas  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than 
70  dB  off- airport. 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  eompatible  land  use  planning  and  provides  for 
proteetion  of  the  areas  surrounding  Pittsburg  lAP.  Zoning  codes  define  and  establish  airport 
hazard  zones  height  limitations  and  land  use  restrictions  within  these  zones.  This  zoning  protects 
RPZs,  details  of  which  can  be  found  in  the  Safety  section  of  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3. 

Pittsburgh  lAP  exposes  128.6  aeres,  off-airport,  to  noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNL. 
Figure  3. 4. 7-1  shows  an  overlay  of  the  baseline  noise  contours  onto  a  map  displaying  the 
existing  land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield. 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
3-100  Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


§  .£ 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Pittsburgh  ANGS 


3-101 


Final  -  June  2014 


3,4,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.4.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Currently,  Findlay  Township  Water  Authority  is  acting  as  a  back-up  source  for  potable  water  for 
the  171  ARW  installation  due  to  a  break  in  the  line  from  the  Moon  Township  Water  Authority, 
which  is  typically  the  primary  source  of  potable  water  for  the  installation.  A  new  waterline  from 
Moon  Township  is  in  the  process  of  design  for  construction.  Findlay  Township  buys  water  from 
Moon  Township,  Robinson  Township,  and  other  sources  (Tower  2013a).  Potable  water  in  the 
area  is  supplied  primarily  from  four  regional  groundwater  aquifer  wells.  Moon  Township  pumps 
approximately  1.18  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  customers  (Moon  Township  no  date). 
The  groundwater  supply  is  supplemented  with  treated  surface  water  from  the  Ohio  River.  In  FY 
2012,  4.7  million  gallons  of  potable  water  were  supplied  to  the  171  ARW  installation  (171  ARW 
2013c). 

3. 4. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  171  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
processes,  including  oil/water  separator  discharge,  wash  rack  discharge,  floor  wash-down, 
latrines,  sinks,  and  showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  171  ARW  installation  is  conveyed 
into  the  municipal  sewage  system,  operated  by  Moon  Township  Municipal  Authority.  The 
Authority’s  Leonard  L.  Nary  Wastewater  Treatment  plant  treats  water  from  Moon,  Findlay, 
North  Fayette,  and  Robinson  Townships,  as  well  as  the  installation.  The  facility  has  a  capacity 
of  a  6.2  million  gallons  per  day  (171  ARW  2012a). 

3.4. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  171  ARW 
SWPPP  (2010),  the  171  ARW  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage  conveyance  system  typified 
by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface  drains,  underground  pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and 
swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see  Section  3.4.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  municipal 
separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely 
collect  and  transport  surface  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the 
installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 

3.4. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  171  ARW  installation  by  Duquesne  Eight  Company  via  three  single 
phase  667  kilovolt  ampere  transformers  and  underground  power  lines.  Natural  gas  is  supplied  by 
UGI  Energy  Services  from  a  single  4-inch  steel  line.  Electricity  consumption  for  EY  2012  at  the 
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171  ARW  installation  was  5,751  megawatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  FY  2012  at  the 
171  ARW  installation  was  26,880  thousand  cubic  feet  (171  ARW  2013c). 

3.4. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  171  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  171  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan/Qualified  Recycling  Program  (171  ARW  2010b)  and  guidelines 
specified  in  AFl  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009).  This  AFl  incorporates,  by  reference,  the 
federal  standard  for  solid  waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CFR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous 
Waste,  and  other  applicable  federal  regulations,  AFls,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  AFl 
32-7042  establishes  the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program 
that  incorporates  the  following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling, 
diversion,  handling,  storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting; 
and  pollution  prevention. 

The  171  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  171  ARW  installation  and  transported 
to  the  Allied  Waste  Imperial  Landfill. 

3.4. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  171  ARW  installation  is  located  approximately  14  miles  northwest  of  downtown  Pittsburgh 
and  is  easily  accessible  from  several  major  highways.  1-79  runs  in  a  north-south  direction 
approximately  4  miles  east  of  the  installation.  1-376/SR  60  runs  in  a  northwest-southeast 
direction  through  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  property  and  provides  direct  access  to  the  airport.  In 
addition,  U.S.  Highway  30,  a  principal  arterial  that  runs  east-west  south  of  the  airport  and  then 
takes  a  turn  to  the  north  running  parallel  to  the  airport  on  the  western  side,  also  provides  regional 
access.  McClaren  Road  exit  off  of  1-376  provides  direct  access  to  the  main  entrance  for  the  171 
ARW  installation. 

3,4.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 .4 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  171  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  and  vehicle  operations 
support  and  maintenance.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  171  ARW  installation 
include  hydraulic  fluid,  waste  oils,  recovered  fuels,  spent  cleaners,  strippers,  solvents,  flammable 
and  combustible  liquids,  acids,  aerosols,  batteries,  corrosives,  and  paints  (171  ARW  2009). 

Nineteen  ASTs  occur  on  the  171  ARW  installation  and  are  used  to  store  diesel,  jet  fuel,  motor 
gasoline,  aqueous  fdm  forming  foam,  potassium  acetate,  developer,  dye  penetrant,  emulsifier. 
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and  rinse  solution.  There  is  one  1,000-gallon  UST  on  the  installation  located  in  the  POL  yard 
used  to  store  reclaimed  JP-8  (171  ARW  2012a). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  171  ARW  installation  in  1991. 
ACMs  identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  Buildings/Hangars  102, 
103,  107,  no,  201,  206,  300,  301/302,  304  (171  ARW  2012a). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation  (171  ARW  2012a). 

The  171  ARW  does  not  maintain,  operate,  or  own  any  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated 
equipment  and  the  subject  property  is  considered  PCB-free  (171  ARW  2008). 

3 .4 . 9 .2  Hazardous  W aste  Management 

The  171  ARW  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan  contains  the 
governing  regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and 
responding  to  releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (171  ARW 
2012c).  The  171  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling 
and  managing  hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed. 
In  addition,  it  includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations 
pertaining  to  hazardous  waste  (171  ARW  2009). 

The  171  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Large  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  and  maintains 
USEPA  Identification  Number  PADI 14942832.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where 
the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  An  SAP  is  an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially 
accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous 
wastes  initially  accumulated  at  a  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being 
transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.  There  are  20  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated) 
identified  at  the  installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  103,  107,  113,  121,  213,  301,  302,  304,  307, 
308,  310,  316,  320,  403,  404,  and  520.  The  installation  CAP  is  located  in  Building  501/502  (171 
ARW  2009,  Tower  2013b). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
contaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Fifteen  OWSs 
are  located  on  the  171  ARW  installation.  These  OWSs  primarily  receive  discharge  from  floor 
drains  in  maintenance  areas  (171  ARW  2012c). 
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3. 4. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  are  three  closed  ERP  sites  and  two  closed  Areas  of  Concern  (AOCs)  at  the  171  ARW 
installation.  Table  3. 4. 9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  and  Figure  3. 4. 9-1  shows  the 
locations. 


Table  3,4,9-l,  ERP  Sites  within  the  171  ARW  Installation 


ERP/AOC 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

1 

This  site  was  a  waste  oil  tank  where  JP-4  fuel,  hydraulie,  and  engine  oils  were  released 
from  a  UST.  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  performed  at  this  site  did  not  reveal 
eontaminants  of  eoneem  above  PADEP  guidelines. 

Closed 

2 

This  site  was  a  UST  for  a  gasoline  for  a  motor  pool  area.  Soil  and  groundwater 
sampling  perfomied  at  this  site  revealed  gasoline -related  soil  eontamination  at  low 
levels.  Results  from  a  risk  assessment  of  this  area  showed  that  eontaminated  soils  did 
not  pose  a  threat  to  human  life  or  the  environment. 

Closed 

7 

This  site  was  a  POL  storage  area  and  fuel  hydrant  system  for  JP-4  fuel.  Soil  and 
groundwafer  sampling  performed  at  this  site  did  not  reveal  eontaminants  of  eoneem 
above  PADEP  guidelines. 

Closed 

AOC  A 

This  site  is  referred  to  as  the  Cabbage  Pateh  Area  and  was  used  for  dumping  fuels, 
POLs,  and  solvents.  Soil  sampling  results  at  this  loeation  did  not  identify 
eontaminants  in  exeeedanee  of  regulatory  eriteria  or  posing  a  threat  to  human  health  or 
the  environment.  No  further  aetion  was  reeommended. 

Closed 

AOCB 

This  site  is  referred  to  as  the  Embankment  Area  and  was  used  for  dumping  petroleum 
distillate,  tetraehloroethylene,  methyl  ethyl  ketone,  and  other  liquid  wastes.  Soil 
sampling  results  at  this  loeation  did  not  identify  eontaminants  in  exeeedanee  of 
regulatory  eriteria  or  posing  a  threat  to  human  health  or  the  environment.  No  further 
aetion  was  reeommended. 

Closed 

Notes:  ERP  =  Environmental  Restoration  Program;  AOC  =  Area  of  Concern;  UST  =  underground  storage  tank;  PADEP  = 


Pennsylvania  Department  of  Environmental  Protection;  POL  =  petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricant 
Source:  171  ARW  2012a. 
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3,4,10  Socioeconomics 

3 .4. 1 0. 1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 


Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  is  located  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania  in  Allegheny  County.  The  airport  ROI  includes  portions  of  Moon  and  Finlay 
Townships.  Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  Allegheny 
County,  and  Findlay  and  Moon  Townships  are  provided  in  Table  3.4.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010, 
Allegheny  County’s  population  decreased  by  113,101,  approximately  9  percent  (USCB  1990d, 
2000d,  2010e). 


Table  3,4,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

Pennsylvania 

11,881,643 

12,281,054 

12,702,379 

Allegheny  County 

1,336,449 

1,281,666 

1,223,348 

Findlay  Township 

4,500 

5,145 

5,060 

Moon  Township 

19,631 

22,290 

24,185 

Source-.  USCB  1990d,  2000d,  2010e. 


The  171  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,306,  including  393  full-time 
and  913  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-24). 


Employment  and  Earnings 


Table  3.4.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  Pennsylvania,  Allegheny 
County,  and  Findlay  and  Moon  Townships.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates,  there 
were  644,951  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  598,554  employed  within  Allegheny 
County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  7  percent.  Top  employment 
industries  in  Allegheny  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social 
assistance;  2)  professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative  and  waste 
management  services;  and  3)  retail  (USCB  201  le).  Principal  employers  include  UPMC 
Presbyterian  Shadyside,  University  of  Pittsburgh,  the  federal  government.  Giant  Eagle  Inc.,  and 
PNC  Bank  NA  (Center  for  Workforce  Information  and  Analysis  2012). 


Table  3,4,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (%) 

Pennsylvania 

6,456,527 

5,947,873 

508,654 

7.9 

Allegheny  County 

644,951 

598,554 

46,397 

7.2 

Findlay  Township 

2,879 

2,598 

281 

9.8 

Moon  Township 

13,199 

12,532 

667 

5.1 

Note'.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces. 
Source-.  USCB  201  le. 
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3.4.10.2  Schools 

According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  179,072  students  were  enrolled  in 
sehools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Allegheny  County  (USCB  201  le). 

3.4.10.3  Housing 

In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Allegheny  County  was  589,201,  with  a  vaeaney  rate  of 
approximately  9  pereent  (USCB  2010e). 

3,4,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.4.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.4.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low- income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  as  well  as  the  county  and  townships  within  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP. 
Approximately  19  percent  of  the  population  of  Allegheny  County  is  composed  of  minorities  (i.e., 
an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared  to 
approximately  1 8  percent  for  the  state  of  Pennsylvania.  The  percentage  of  population  living 
below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  (approximately  13  percent)  is  slightly 
higher  than  Allegheny  County  (approximately  12  percent)  (USCB  2010e). 


Table  3,4,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS^ 


Geographic  Area 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low- 

Income 

Population 

Percent 

Low- 

Income^ 

Children 
Under 
Age  18 

Percent 

Children 

Pennsylvania 

12,702,379 

2,296,091 

18.1 

1,600,500 

12.6 

2,792,155 

22.0 

Alleghany  County 

1,223,348 

226,053 

18.5 

151,695 

12.4 

241,663 

19.8 

Findlay  Township 

5,060 

198 

3.9 

202 

4.0 

1,139 

22.5 

Moon  Township 

24,185 

2,473 

10.2 

2,080 

8.6 

5.169 

21.4 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the  2010 


census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  American  Community  Survey  5-Year 
Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  person  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals 
under  15  years  old. 

Source:  USCB  201  Oe,  201  If 

Table  3.4.11-2  displays  the  total  population,  total  minority  population,  percentage  minority,  total 
low-income  population,  and  low-income  percentages  for  the  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh 
lAP  within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB. 
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Table  3,4,11-2,  Population  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Pittsburgh  ANGS^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70-75 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Note'.  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained 


from  the  2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5-Year 
Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the 
USCB  determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population 
because  it  excludes  institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college 
dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15  years  old. 

Source-.  USCB  20 1  Of,  20 1 1  f 

In  the  area  surrounding  Pittsburgh  lAP,  approximately  12  people  were  estimated  to  be  affected 
by  baseline  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  Out  of  that  total,  none  are  considered  to  be 
minorities  or  low-income  populations. 

3.4.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Allegheny  County  was 
approximately  241,633  (19.8  percent  of  the  population).  The  state  of  Pennsylvania  has  a  slightly 
higher  percentage  population  of  children  compared  to  the  county  (22  percent).  There  are  no  on- 
installation  housing  or  facilities  for  children  located  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  Currently, 
there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off- installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to  aircraft 
DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 
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3.5  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Rickenbacker  ANGS,  home  of  the  121  ARW  of  the  OH  ANG,  is  loeated  approximately  12  miles 
southeast  of  downtown  Columbus,  Ohio  in  Franklin  County.  The  121  ARW  installation  is 
situated  on  the  west  side  of  Rickenbaeker  lAP,  an  international  airport  operated  by  the  CRAA. 

3.5.1  Noise 

To  evaluate  noise  impaets  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  installation  located  within  a  commercial 
airport  with  a  published  FAR  Part  150  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Study,  the  USAF  allows  for 
use  of  the  FAA’s  INM  to  generate  DNL  noise  contours.  The  CRAA  under  the  FAA  uses  the 
INM  computer  model  for  generating  noise  contours  and  for  Rickenbacker  lAP,  the  FAA’s  INM 
was  used.  For  more  detailed  information  on  the  noise  modeling  methods  see  Appendix  A, 
Section  A.  1.2. 

3. 5. 1.1  Baseline  Operations 

In  August  2007,  the  CRAA  approved  a  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  as  part  of  the 
FAA’s  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  for  Rickenbacker  lAP  based  on  operational 
data  from  a  12-month  period  ending  April  2005.  The  study  used  the  standard  FAA  INM 
program  to  establish  noise  contours  based  on  those  operations  and  is  the  FAA-approved  and 
public  document  for  the  noise  compatibility  program  currently  in  affect  for  the  airport. 

Based  on  aircraft  operations  data  validated  in  February  2013  (FAA  2012a,  121  ARW  2013a), 
approximately  39,436  total  aircraft  operations  occurred  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  during  2012;  of 
those,  the  121  ARW  flew  a  total  of  6,445  airfield  operations  with  approximately  3  percent  at 
night  (approximately  16  percent  of  total  operations  at  the  airfield).  These  numbers  were 
validated  by  the  121  ARW  and  Rickenbacker  ATADs  (FAA  tower)  report  and  are  used  as  the 
basis  for  determining  airfield  operations  for  the  Proposed  Action  (FAA  2012a,  121  ARW 
2013a). 

The  current  FAR  Part  150  data  identified  67,160  total  aircraft  operations  that  occurred  at 
Rickenbacker  lAP  during  the  12-month  period  ending  April  2005.  Per  the  request  of  the  CRAA, 
the  current  approved  Final  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  August  2007  for 
Rickenbacker  lAP  is  used  as  the  baseline  for  this  analysis  (Gwiner  2013).  The  baseline  aircraft 
operations  at  the  airport  used  for  this  analysis  differs  from  the  current  2012  aircraft  operations 
due  to  changes  to  airfield  use  by  AirNet  Systems  Cargo  with  significantly  reduced  activity,  along 
with  reductions  in  general  aviation  and  other  cargo  aircraft  (CRAA  2007). 

Table  3.5. 1-1  summarizes  the  frequency  of  aircraft  operations  for  Rickenbacker  lAP  based  on 
the  2007  published  FAR  Part  150  Study.  An  aircraft  operation  is  counted  each  time  an  aircraft 
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departs  from  the  runway  and  eaeh  time  they  approach  the  runway.  The  majority  of  aircraft 
traffic  includes  jet  cargo,  charter  aircraft  along  with  based  ANG  KC-135,  C-130,  and  general 
aviation  aircraft.  Although  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at  an  airfield  varies  from  day  to 
day,  for  Rickenbacker  lAP,  operations  are  calculated  for  an  AAD,  meaning  that  yearly 
operations  are  averaged  across  all  365  days  of  the  year.  Table  3.5. 1-1  reflects  a  total  of 
approximately  184  aircraft  operations  on  an  AAD  (67,160  divided  by  365  days).  Approximately 
40  percent  of  the  total  operations  occur  during  environmental  night  (10:00  p.m.  through  7:00 
a.m.). 


Table  3, 5,1-1,  Current  Rickenbacker  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  FAR  Part  150^ 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total^ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighd 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Nighd 

Total^ 

KC-135 

6,570 

0 

6,205 

365 

12,775 

365 

13,140 

Other  Aircraft'* 

13,870 

13,140 

13,505 

13,505 

27,375 

26,645 

54,020 

Total 

20,440 

13,140 

19,710 

13,870 

40,150 

27,010 

67,160 

Notes'.  1.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150 


2.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

3.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

4.  Other  based  military,  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Boeing  737,  747, 
and  Airbus  300. 

Source:  CRAA  2007. 

Based  on  the  2007  baseline  data,  the  121  ARW  KC-135  aircraft  flew  a  total  of  13,140  annual 
airfield  operations,  or  an  average  of  36  airfield  operations  a  day.  Approximately  3  percent  of  the 
total  KC-135  operations  occur  during  environmental  night.  Approximately  20  percent  of  total 
operations  at  Rickenbacker  are  accomplished  by  the  121  ARW  KC-135  aircraft. 

3 .5 . 1 .2  Runway  and  Flight  Profiles 

Rickenbacker  lAP  aircraft  use  VFR  departures,  published  Standard  Instrument  Departures, 
straight  in  approaches,  overhead  approaches,  published  IFR  or  radar  patterns,  and  VFR  closed 
patterns  along  with  re-entry  VFR  patterns  as  the  basic  flight  patterns  for  local  arrival  and 
departures  and  flight  training.  Detailed  representative  arrival,  departure,  and  closed  pattern  flight 
tracks  are  found  in  Appendix  C,  Noise. 

3 .5 . 1 .3  Existing  Noise  Environment 

Noise  contours  developed  for  the  baseline  conditions  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  are  shown  in  Figure 
3.5. 1-1.  The  acreage  within  each  DNL  contour  on  and  off  Rickenbacker  lAP  property  is  shown 
in  Table  3.5. 1-2.  Approximately  2,359  acres  are  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than  or  equal  to  65  dB. 
Detailed  information  on  off-airport  land  use  that  lies  within  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  can  be 
found  in  Section  3.5.7,  Land  Use. 
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Table  3, 5,1-2,  Acres  within  Baseline  Noise  Contours,  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Noise  Level  (dB) 

On  Airport 
(acres) 

Off  Airport 
(acres) 

Total 

(acres) 

65-70 

811 

417 

1,228 

70-75 

478 

0 

478 

75-80 

156 

0 

156 

80-85 

265 

0 

265 

Greater  than  85 

232 

0 

232 

Total 

1,942 

417 

2,359 

Notes:  dB  =  decibel 


Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  3.5. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Rickenbacker  lAP  that  falls  within  the 
80+  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  is  currently  associated  with 
these  areas. 

3 .5 . 1 .4  Rickenbacker  International  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Procedures 

Rickenbacker  lAP  has  published  certain  restrictions  on  flying  activities  that  could  adversely 
affect  its  neighbors  in  an  effort  to  reduce  noise  impacts  while  maintaining  safe  operations. 
The  restrictions  are  published  on  aeronautical  charts  and  apply  to  both  military  and  civilian 
aircraft.  The  restrictions  include  guidance  for  noise  abatement  procedures  for  the  airfield 
including  noise  abatement  procedures  in  effect  from  11:00  p.m.  until  7:00  a.m.  for  departures  on 
Runways  23L  and  23R  with  winds  10  knots  or  less  and  arrivals  on  Runways  05L  and  05R  with 
winds  10  knots  or  less.  Aircraft  are  advised  to  contact  airport  operations  for  any  other  noise 
abatement  instructions  or  more  information  (SkyVector  2013c). 

3 .5 . 1 .5  Rickenbacker  International  Airport  Noise  Complaints  Procedures 

Rickenbacker  lAP  has  an  automated  phone  messaging  system  that  the  public  can  call  to  leave  a 
complaint.  The  complaint  is  investigated  and  the  individual  receives  a  call  back  within  3  days. 
The  airport  planning  office  reviews  the  radar  and  listens  to  tower  and  ground  communication  to 
explore  the  noise  complaints  and  provide  a  response.  In  2012,  Rickenbacker  lAP  received  17 
noise  complaints,  13  of  which  were  found  to  be  from  military  aircraft  (primary  transient  military 
aircraft).  Over  the  past  five  years,  156  noise  complaints  were  submitted  with  50  percent  of  those 
from  military  transient  aircraft  focused  on  the  F-16,  F-18,  and  other  fighter  or  high  performance 
transient  aircraft  (Gwiner  2013). 

In  addition,  the  121  ARW  noise  complaint  procedures  include  referring  callers  to  the  CRAA 
Noise  Hotline  at  614-239-4065.  The  caller  may  also  submit  noise  complaints  via  email  to  the 
airport  noise  web  site:  noiseabatementoffice@columbusairports.com  (121  ARW  2013c). 
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3.5,2  Air  Quality 

3 . 5 . 2 . 1  Regulatory  S  etting 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  aehieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  The  Ohio  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality  within  the  state  of  Ohio.  The 
state  of  Ohio  regulates  air  quality  through  the  Ohio  Administrative  Code,  Chapters  3745-14 
through  3745-114.  The  state  of  Ohio  has  adopted  the  NAAQS,  and  has  not  adopted  additional 
more  stringent  state  standards.  The  NAAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  3. 5. 2-1. 

Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  approximately  12  miles  south  of  downtown  Columbus,  Ohio  in 
Franklin  County.  The  USEPA  has  classified  the  Columbus  area,  including  all  of  Franklin 
County,  as  nonattainment  for  the  O3  and  PM2.5  NAAQS.  The  region  is  designated 
attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is  therefore 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General 
Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment  classification  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis 
emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  ozone  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is 
100  tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission  threshold  for  PM2.5  emissions  is  also  100  tpy. 

The  USEPA  recently  promulgated  a  more  stringent  standard  for  lead,  and  has  redesigned  its 
monitoring  program  to  address  lead  and  identified  airports  for  monitoring  because  aviation  gas 
used  in  piston  aircraft  still  contains  lead.  The  project  area  is  considered  attainment/unclassified 
for  lead,  and  lead  is  not  used  in  aviation  fuel  used  in  the  KC-135  or  KC-46A  aircraft. 
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Table  3, 5,2-1,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “ 

Pollutant  Averaging  Time  Primary  Secondary 


03 

8-hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pg/mb 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

CO 

8-hour 

9  ppm 
(lOmg/m^) 

— 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

N02 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as  primary 

1  -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pgW) 

— 

S02 

24-hour 

— 

— 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pgW) 

1  -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as  primary 

24-hour 

150  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

35  pg/m^ 

Same  as  primary 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as  primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based 


on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone 
national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated. 

Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis. 

c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each  state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no 
later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  USEPA. 
d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare 
from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant, 
pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per 
cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide;  O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal 
to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
Source:  USEPA  2012. 

3. 5. 2.2  Climate  and  Meteorology 

Columbus  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  Ohio  in  an  area  with  relatively  flat  terrain.  Situated 
in  central  Ohio  in  the  drainage  area  of  the  Ohio  River,  Columbus  is  located  on  the  Scioto  and 
Olentangy  rivers;  two  minor  streams  running  through  the  city  are  Alum  Creek  and  Big  Walnut 
Creek.  Columbus’s  weather  is  changeable,  influenced  by  air  masses  from  central  and  southwest 
Canada;  air  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  reaches  the  region  during  the  summer  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
in  the  fall  and  winter.  The  moderate  climate  is  characterized  by  four  distinct  seasons.  Snowfall 
averages  around  27  inches  annually  (Midwest  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 
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January  is  the  coldest  month,  with  an  average  minimum  temperature  of  20“F.  July  is  the  hottest 
month,  with  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  86“F.  The  average  annual  temperature  is 
52.8“F.  The  average  annual  precipitation  in  Columbus  is  40.0  inches  (Midwest  Regional  Climate 
Center  2013). 

Prevailing  winds  in  Columbus  are  generally  westerly  to  southwesterly  during  the  year.  The 
annual  average  wind  speed  is  8.3  miles  per  hour  (Midwest  Regional  Climate  Center  2013). 

3. 5.2. 3  Regional  and  Local  Air  Pollutant  Sources 

The  121  ARW  is  based  on  the  western  side  of  Rickenbacker  lAP  in  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  The 
surrounding  area  to  the  west,  south,  and  east  of  the  airport  is  mainly  agricultural,  with  light 
industrial/commercial  uses  to  the  north. 


The  USEPA’s  National  Emissions  Inventory  includes  data  for  the  year  2008  for  Eranklin  County. 
Table  3. 5.2-2  summarizes  the  regional  emissions  (stationary,  area-wide,  and  mobile)  of  criteria 
pollutants  and  precursor  emissions  for  the  affected  areas. 


Table  3,5,2-2,  Regional  Emissions  for  Franklin  County,  Ohio 


Emissions, 

TONS/YEAR 

CO 

VOCs 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

1  Regional  Emissions  | 

Stationary  Sources 

18,108 

3,208 

3,797 

1,326 

3,180 

2,719 

Area- Wide  Source 

1,124 

14,821 

376 

11 

16,452 

1,764 

Mobile  Sources 

220,807 

19,397 

35,271 

318 

1,948 

1,559 

Total 

240,039 

37,426 

39,444 

1,655 

21,580 

6,042 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  included  because  the  affected  region  contains  no  significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant. 
CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMjo  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in 
diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile 
organic  compound 
Source:  USEPA2008. 

3. 5. 2.4  Baseline  Air  Quality 

Representative  background  air  monitoring  data  for  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS  for  the  period  2008- 
2012  are  shown  in  Table  3. 5. 2-3.  The  closest  monitoring  stations  to  Rickenbacker  lAP  include 
monitoring  stations  in  Columbus,  which  measure  O3,  CO,  PMio,  PM2.5,  and  SO2  (2008  -  2009). 
NO2  data  were  collected  in  Cincinnati,  and  SO2  data  were  collected  from  2010  through  2012  in 
Clark  County.  NO2  data  from  Cincinnati  may  be  conservative  as  the  area  is  more  developed  than 
the  area  surrounding  Rickenbacker  lAP. 


As  shown  in  Table  3. 5. 2-3,  the  area  has  experienced  several  O3  exceedances  during  the  recent  5- 
year  period;  however,  Eranklin  County  has  not  been  designated  as  an  O3  nonattainment  area. 
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The  Columbus  area  also  experienced  two  exceedances  of  the  24-hour  PM2.5  standard  in  2010. 
The  data  show  that  the  area  did  not  experience  violations  of  other  NAAQS. 


Table  3, 5,2-3,  Ambient  Air  Monitoring  Data  for  tbe  Columbus  Area 


Air  Quality  Indicator 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Ozone  (O3)  1 

Peak  8 -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.087 

0.074 

0.079 

0.079 

0.102 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm) 

2 

0 

2 

6 

8 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

33.1 

26.2 

38.7 

31 

26.6 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

Annual  Average  value  (pg/m^) 

12.8 

11.5 

13.1 

11.9 

10.7 

Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio)  I 

Peak  24-hour  value  (pg/m^) 

82 

64 

138 

86 

74 

Days  above  federal  standard  (150  pg/m^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  | 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

2.7 

3.1 

3.1 

2.3 

3.0 

Days  above  federal  standard  (9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  8 -hour  value  (ppm) 

1.7 

1.6 

2.0 

1.9 

2.0 

Days  above  federal  standard  (35  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.079 

0.056 

0.069 

0.054 

0.043 

98*  Percentile  (ppm) 

0.058 

0.050 

0.054 

0.046 

0.040 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.100  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ISulfur  Dioxide  (SO2)  I 

Peak  1  -hour  value  (ppm) 

0.038 

0.036 

0.034 

0.028 

0.023 

99*  Percentile  (ppm) 

0.029 

0.036 

0.028 

0.022 

0.018 

Days  above  federal  standard  (0.075  ppm)’ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  24-hour  value  (ppm) 

0.013 

0.012 

0.014 

0.013 

0.010 

Notes:  1.  The  federal  1-hour  SO2  standard  was  adopted  in  2010. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  data  not  available;  ppm  =  parts  per  million 


Source:  USEPA2013a. 

3. 5. 2. 5  121®*  Air  Refueling  Wing  Emissions 

The  121  ARW  currently  flies  and  maintains  18  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  121  ARW  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance  (121  ARW  2008). 

Emissions  for  the  121  ARW  have  been  quantified  in  the  Final  2009  Air  Emissions  Inventory 
(121  ARW  2011a).  The  inventory  evaluated  the  emissions  from  the  121  ARW  to  determine  its 
status  under  the  Title  V  Federal  Operating  Permits  program.  Based  on  the  major  source 
thresholds  for  the  area,  the  major  source  thresholds  are  100  tpy  for  all  criteria  pollutants,  and  less 
than  10  tpy  of  any  single  HAP  or  25  tpy  of  any  combination  of  HAPs  (121  ARW  2011a). 
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The  121  ARW  is  not  required  to  operate  under  a  Title  V  Operating  Permit.  The  2009  Air 
Emissions  Inventory  demonstrates  that  total  base-wide  potential  emissions  from  stationary 
sources  are  below  the  major  source  thresholds  (121  ARW  2011a). 

Stationary  source  emissions  at  the  121  ARW  include  emissions  from  natural  gas  and  fuel  oil 
fired  heating  units,  internal  combustion  engines,  fuel  tanks,  and  minor  sources  including 
chemical  use,  aircraft  deicing,  and  fuel  cell  maintenance  activities.  Mobile  source  emissions 
include  emissions  from  aircraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  AGE,  ground  vehicle 
operations,  and  maintenance  aircraft  operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the 
aircraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim  checks).  Emissions  from  aircraft  operations  at  the  121  ARW 
considered  all  based  and  transient  aircraft.  Aircraft  emissions  were  calculated  for  all  flight 
activities  below  the  default  mixing  height  (3,000  feet  AGE).  Baseline  emissions  also  include 
stationary  sources  and  emissions  associated  with  vehicle  trips  associated  with  existing  personnel 
and  dependents.  These  emissions,  combined  with  those  from  the  other  mobile  sources,  account 
for  the  majority  of  the  emissions  from  the  installation  (121  ARW  2011a). 


To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #5,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  AGE,  and  POVs  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were 
evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012 
aircraft  operations  identified  baseline  airfield  operations  identified  in  Table  2.3-25,  utilizing  site- 
specific  flight  profiles  to  calculate  aircraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet 
AGE.  A  discussion  of  the  methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in  Appendix  A, 
Section  A.2.3.  Emissions  for  the  baseline  emissions  associated  with  baseline  operations  of  the 
KC-135  aircraft  are  provided  in  Table  3. 5.2-4. 

Table  3, 5,2-4,  121  ARW  Baseline  Emissions  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Emissions,  tons/year 


Emission  Source 

VOCs 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

C02e 

KC-135  Baseline  Aircraft  Operations 

4.63 

68.57 

64.35 

6.38 

0.34 

0.34 

17,742 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

3,333 

Engine  Testing 

0.11 

1.55 

0.43 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

185 

POVs 

4.55 

67.35 

3.55 

0.05 

0.15 

0.07 

2,407 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

9.29 

137.50 

68.48 

6.50 

0.51 

0.42 

23,667 

Notes:  Numbers  might  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 
Source-.  121  ARW  201  la. 
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3.5,3  Safety 

This  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities,  APZs/RPZs,  explosive  safety,  and  AT/FP.  Flight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  BASH,  and  fuel  jettison 
requirements.  The  affected  environment  includes  the  airfield  and  local  airspace  surrounding 
Rickenbacker  lAP. 

3 . 5 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Fire/Crash  Response 

ARFF  services  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  are  available  on  a  24-hour  basis.  Upon  notification  of  an 
in-flight  or  ground  emergency,  the  crash  and  rescue  services  personnel  would  coordinate 
emergency  services.  ARFF  equipment  and  personnel  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  meet  USAF 
requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013b). 

Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Development  restrictions  associated  with  RPZs  are  intended  to  preclude  incompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas.  The  city  of  Columbus,  Ohio  utilizes  the  FAA’s 
airport  land  use  compatibility  guidelines,  and  as  such,  the  RPZs  have  allowed  development  to  be 
compatible  with  airport  operations.  Details  of  development  and  land  use  in  the  Rickenbacker 
lAP  vicinity  are  included  in  Section  3.5.7,  Land  Use. 

Explosive  Safety 

No  QD  arcs  exist  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  as  there  are  no  storage  facilities  of  any  hazardous 
materials  on  the  installation  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013b). 

Anti-Terrorism/Force  Protection 

Many  of  the  military  facilities  at  the  121  ARW  installation  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  were 
constructed  before  AT/FP  considerations  became  a  critical  concern.  Thus,  under  current 
conditions,  many  facilities  do  not  comply  with  all  current  AT/FP  standards.  However,  as  new 
construction  occurs  and  as  facilities  are  modified,  the  121  ARW  would  incorporate  these 
standards  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 
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3. 5. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Flight  Safety  Procedures 

Aircraft  flight  operations  from  Rickenbacker  ANGS  are  governed  by  standard  flight  rules. 
Specific  safety  requirements  are  contained  in  standard  operating  procedures  that  must  be 
followed  by  ah  aircrews  operating  from  the  airfield  (AFI  1 1-2KC-135V3,  Flying  Operations, 
C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures,  2010)  to  ensure  flight  safety.  While  having  aircraft  in  close 
proximity  during  air  refueling  is  inherently  dangerous,  refueling  mishaps  are  rare.  Emergency 
separation  procedures  are  established  and  practiced  by  both  tanker  and  receiver  aircrews. 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

KC-135  aircraft  (ah  models)  have  flown  more  than  14,750,000  hours  since  the  aircraft  entered 
the  USAF  inventory  in  1957.  Over  that  period,  83  Class  A  mishaps  have  occurred  and  64 
aircraft  have  been  destroyed  (specific  statistics  for  mishaps  during  refueling  are  not  recorded). 
This  results  in  a  Class  A  mishap  rate  of  0.56  per  100,000  flight-hours,  and  an  aircraft  destroyed 
rate  of  0.43  per  100,000  flying  hours  (AFSEC  2012).  The  last  Class  A  mishap  of  a  121  ARW 
aircraft  at  the  Rickenbacker  airfield  was  in  2002  (Buzzard  2013). 

Bird/Wildlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

The  USAE  BASH  Team  maintains  a  database  that  documents  ah  reported  bird/wildlife-aircraft 
strikes.  Historic  information  across  the  USAE  for  the  past  40  years  indicates  that  39  USAE 
KC-135  aircraft  have  been  destroyed  and  33  fatalities  have  occurred  from  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes,  with  the  last  Class  A  mishap  occurring  in  2010  (AESEC  2013). 

The  121  ARW  has  an  on-going  BASH  program  through  which  information  and  assistance  is 
freely  shared  between  airfield  users,  the  Rickenbacker  lAP  staff,  and  the  local  air  traffic 
controllers.  Serious  BASH-related  accidents  within  the  immediate  Rickenbacker  lAP  area  are 
unusual  and  have  never  resulted  in  a  Class  A  mishap  (Buzzard  2013).  The  121  ARW  has 
recently  recorded  21  minor  BASH  incidents  in  2010,  19  in  201 1,  and  13  in  2012,  and  an  average 
over  8  years  of  22  incidents  (Buzzard  2013). 

Fuel  Jettison 

Eor  use  in  emergency  situations,  the  KC-135  aircraft  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  and 
reduce  aircraft  gross  weight  for  flight  safety.  Airbases  must  establish  jettison  areas  and 
procedures  to  minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning.  Ideally,  jettison  areas  are  established  at 
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altitudes  above  20,000  feet  AGL,  off  published  federal  airways,  avoiding  urban  areas, 
agricultural  regions,  and  water  supply  sources 

The  primary  fuel  jettison  area  for  the  121  ARW  is  within  the  Buckeye  MO  A,  and  above  20,000 
feet  AGL  (121  ARW  2011b).  The  aircrew  would  follow  fuel  jettisoning  procedures  in 
ATI  11-2KC135,  C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures. 

3.5,4  Soils  and  Water 

3.5.4.1  Soils 

This  area  of  Ohio  is  within  the  Columbus  Valley,  which  was  formed  by  glaciers  and  has 
relatively  level  to  gently  rolling  terrain.  This  area  is  characterized  by  limited  relief  except  near 
streams,  glacial  moraines,  or  resistant  bedrock  (USD A  2006).  The  121  ARW  installation  is 
located  on  relatively  flat  improved  land  with  relief  ranging  from  734  to  744  feet  MSL  (121  ARW 
2010). 

The  NRCS  Soil  Survey  for  Franklin  County,  Ohio  identihes  the  following  two  individual  soil 
types  at  the  installation: 

Kokomo-Urban  land  complex.  This  soil,  typically  found  in  shallow  depressions  and  drainages,  is 
composed  of  silty  and  clayey  till.  The  rating  class  for  building  site  development  is  considered 
very  limited  due  to  ponding,  shrink-swell  potential,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013d). 
Approximately  20  percent  of  the  installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

Crosby-Urban  land  complex,  0  to  2  percent  slopes.  This  soil  consists  of  strongly  intermingled 
Urban  land  and  Crosby  soil.  Urban  land  consists  of  soil  from  cut/fdl  sites  used  for  buildings, 
paved  roads,  parking  lots,  and  other  areas  of  urban  development.  The  rating  class  for  building 
site  development  is  not  rated  for  this  soil  type  (NRCS  2013d).  Approximately  80  percent  of  the 
installation  is  composed  of  this  soil  type. 

3. 5.4. 2  Surface  Water 

The  121  ARW  installation  is  located  within  the  Scioto  River  Watershed  that  encompasses  over 
6,510  square  miles  within  the  state  of  Ohio  (USEPA  2013e)  (Figure  3. 5.4-1).  The  Scioto  River 
Watershed  drains  a  very  diverse  landscape  from  rural  to  dense  urban  environments  and  covers 
portions  of  Crawford,  Delaware,  Franklin,  Hardin,  Fogan,  Madison,  and  Union  counties.  The 
Scioto  River  originates  near  Roundhead  in  Hardin  County,  running  south  through  central  Ohio 
before  emptying  into  the  Ohio  River  at  the  confluence  in  Portsmouth,  Ohio  (Mid-Ohio  Regional 
Planning  Commission  2012). 
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Surface  water  features  within  the  vicinity  of  the  121  ARW  installation  include  Scioto  River  and 
Big  Walnut  Creek  to  the  east  and  Walnut  Creek  to  the  west.  Surface  water  within  the  installation 
primarily  eonsists  of  a  series  of  man-made  ditches,  storm  sewers,  and  drainage  swales.  Drainage 
of  the  developed  area  is  typified  by  overland  flow  to  storm  drain  inlets  and  basins  conneeted  by  a 
network  of  underground  pipes. 

There  are  two  primary  drainage  areas  on  the  installation,  SDO-014  and  SDO-601.  Both  outfalls, 
SDO-014  and  -601,  exit  the  installation  via  the  SDO-014  drainage  diteh  that  diseharges  into  an 
unnamed  tributary  that  ultimately  converges  with  the  Big  Walnut  Creek.  These  two  outfalls  are 
regulated  under  the  Ohio  Industrial  Stormwater  General  Permit  (OHR000005).  The  permit  is 
administered  by  the  Ohio  Environmental  Proteetion  Agency  under  the  auspice  of  the  USEPA 
(121  ARW  2009). 

3. 5. 4. 3  Groundwater 

Groundwater  in  this  area  is  part  of  the  Central  Eowland  Aquifer  Province.  Central  Eowland 
aquifers  are  generally  comprised  of  unconsolidated  sand  and  gravel  deposits  and  eonsolidated 
sandstone,  limestone,  and  dolomite.  The  unconsolidated  sand  and  gravel  deposits,  which  are 
collectively  called  the  surficial  aquifer  system,  supply  more  than  50  pereent  of  the  fresh 
groundwater  withdrawn  in  the  Central  Eowland  Provinee,  and  are  primarily  glacial  in  origin 
(USGS  1995d). 

Three  aquifers  have  been  identified  beneath  the  121  ARW  installation:  the  upper  water-bearing 
zone,  the  intermediate  aquifer,  and  the  deep  aquifer.  The  upper  water-bearing  zone  is  found 
beneath  all  portions  of  the  installation,  with  the  top  of  the  water  table  typically  less  than  10  feet 
below  ground  surface.  Groundwater  flow  direction  and  gradient  in  the  upper  zone  is  eontrolled 
primarily  by  surface  topography,  ineluding  the  configuration  of  the  drainage  system  and  the 
loeations  of  the  creeks  in  the  area.  A  north/south  trending  groundwater  divide  is  located  in  the 
central  portion  of  the  installation.  Groundwater  west  of  this  divide  flows  southwest  toward  Big 
Walnut  Creek.  Groundwater  east  of  the  divide  flows  southeast  toward  Eittle  Walnut  Creek  (121 
ARW  2010). 
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The  intermediate  and  deep  aquifers  are  confined.  The  intermediate  aquifer  is  the  shallowest 
aquifer  capable  of  supporting  a  water  supply  adequate  for  domestic  use.  It  is  present  beneath  the 
installation  at  depths  of  between  60  and  100  feet  below  ground  surface  with  a  west  and  west 
southwest  gradient.  The  deep  aquifer  lies  at  depths  of  between  130  and  210  feet  below  ground 
surface,  where  it  meets  a  shale  bedrock  layer.  The  gradient  of  the  deep  aquifer  is  west  and  west 
southwest  (121  ARW  2010). 

3. 5. 4.4  Floodplains 

A  majority  of  the  installation  lies  within  the  FEMA  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  Franklin 
County,  Ohio,  Panel  437  (Map  Number  39049C0437K,  Effective  June  17,  2008)  within  an  area 
designated  as  Zone  X.  The  designation  Zone  X  are  areas  determined  to  be  outside  the  0.2 
percent  annual  chance  flood  (500  year  flood),  indicating  areas  of  minimal  flooding.  The 
northern  portion  of  the  installation  lies  within  Panel  433  (Map  Number  39049C0433K)  also 
determined  to  be  Zone  X  (EEMA  2008). 

3,5.5  Biological  Resources 

3.5.5. 1  Vegetation 

The  Rickenbacker  lAP  occurs  within  the  ecotone  between  the  Eastern  Broadleaf  Eorest 
Continental  and  Oceanic  Provinces.  Vegetation  in  this  region  typically  is  characterized  by 
deciduous  forests  dominated  by  tall  broadleaf  trees  often  with  a  drought-resistant  oak-hickory 
association  in  the  western  portion  of  the  province.  Dominant  trees  within  these  forests  include 
white  oak  (Quercus  alba),  red  oak  (Quercus  rubra),  black  oak  (Quercus  velutina),  bitternut 
hickory  {Carya  cordiformis),  and  shagbark  hickory  {Carya  ovata)  (Bailey  1995).  The  majority 
of  the  airport  is  developed  or  actively  landscaped,  with  little  natural  vegetation  or  habitat 
remaining.  A  few  small,  hardwood  forested  areas  occur  near  the  southwest,  south,  and  east  sides 
of  the  121  ARW  installation. 

3. 5. 5. 2  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  lack  of  substantial  pockets  of  native  vegetation,  high  noise  levels,  and  human 
activities  at  and  surrounding  the  airport,  wildlife  habitat  is  limited.  As  a  result,  the  majority  of 
wildlife  present  at  the  airport  and  the  121  ARW  ANGS  consists  of  species  that  are  highly 
adapted  to  developed  and  disturbed  areas.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  within  the  Mississippi 
Elyway,  one  of  four  major  North  American  corridors  for  migratory  birds.  The  majority  of  the 
bird  species  found  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  or  its  vicinity  are  protected  under  the  MBTA.  Common 
bird  species  include  Turkey  Vultures  {Cathartes  auru).  Rock  Pigeons  {Columbia  livia).  House 
Sparrows  {Passer  domesticus).  Red-tailed  Hawks  {Buteo  jamaicensis).  Rough-legged  Hawks 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


3-124 


Chapter  3  -  Base  Affected  Environment 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


(Buteo  lagopus).  Great  Horned  Owls  {Bubo  virgianus).  Barn  Owls  {Tyto  alba).  Screech  Owls 
{Otus  asio),  American  Goldfinch  {Carduellis  tristis),  Killdeer  (Charadrius  vociferous),  Blue  Jay 
(Cyanocitta  cristata).  Homed  Lark  (Eremophila  alpestris).  Bam  Swallow  (Hirundo  rustica), 
European  Starling  {Sturnus  vulgaris),  and  Mourning  Dove  {Zenaida  macroura).  Other  common 
wildlife  species  observed  in  or  near  the  airport  include  white-tailed  deer  {Odocoileus 
virginianus),  woodchuck  (Marmota  monax),  eastern  gray  squirrel  (Sciurus  carolinensis),  and 
spring  frog  {Hyla  sp.)  (121  ARW  2010,  2011c). 

3. 5. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  or  candidate  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  airport  or  on  the  121 
ARW  installation.  The  potential  for  several  federally  listed  species  to  occur  within  Franklin 
County  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  exists;  however,  there  is  little  to  no  habitat  for  these 
species  within  the  airport  or  the  installation  (USFWS  2005).  One  state  endangered  species,  the 
Northern  Harrier  {Circus  cyaneus),  was  observed  during  a  2004  survey  of  the  airport.  However, 
no  nesting  habitat  (i.e.,  shmbby  thickets)  occurs  within  the  airport  boundaries.  Several  other 
state  listed  species  have  been  observed  within  Franklin  County  and  have  the  potential  to  occur  on 
or  within  the  vicinity  of  the  installation;  however,  none  of  these  have  been  observed  on  the 
installation.  A  list  of  these  species  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E.  There  is  no  critical  habitat 
located  on  the  installation  (Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources  2012;  USFWS  2005,  2010). 

3. 5. 5. 4  Wetlands 

A  formal  wetland  delineation  was  conducted  on  the  121  ARW  installation  in  2005.  This 
delineation  identified  only  one  jurisdictional  stream  in  the  northwest  comer  of  the  installation. 
This  stream  is  an  unnamed  tributary  to  Big  Walnut  Creek  and  has  a  small  wetland  fringe 
immediately  adjacent  estimated  to  be  0.05  acre.  No  other  jurisdictional  wetlands  or  waters  of  the 
U.S.  were  identified  within  the  installation  boundaries  (121  ARW  2010,  OH  ANG  2006)  (see 
Figure  3. 5. 4-1). 

A  small  drainage  ditch  is  located  near  the  intersection  of  Second  Street  and  Tank  Tmck  Road,  as 
shown  in  Figure  3. 5. 4-1.  This  ditch  is  approximately  30  feet  wide  and  flows  to  the  northwest 
and  eventually  drains  to  Big  Walnut  Creek  via  a  network  of  ditches.  Although  this  ditch  has  not 
been  surveyed,  it  is  similar  to  other  ditches  (including  the  one  surveyed  during  the  2005 
delineation)  on  and  around  the  airport  and  it  is  therefore  likely  a  jurisdictional  stream  (121  ARW 
2010,  OH  ANG  2006). 
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3.5,6  Cultural  Resources 

3.5.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

The  entire  121  ARW  installation  at  Rickenbacker  has  been  intensively  surveyed  for 
archaeological  resources.  Three  archaeological  sites  have  been  recorded  on  the  installation. 
Sites  33FR2652  and  33FR2653  are  both  isolated  prehistoric  artifacts  found  in  disturbed  soil 
contexts  (National  Guard  Bureau  2008).  These  sites  are  not  considered  eligible  to  the  NRHP  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  has  concurred  (see  Snyder  2007  in  Appendix  B4).  Site  33FR2844  was 
discovered  in  1985  during  excavation  for  a  new  building  foundation.  It  was  described  as  a  multi- 
component  archaeological  site  consisting  of  two  historic  burials  with  associated  historic  coffin 
materials,  a  historic  dump,  and  a  prehistoric  lithic  scatter.  The  site  was  determined  eligible  for 
inclusion  on  the  NRHP  (Ohio  ANG  2011). 

3. 5. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Eighteen  buildings  within  the  121  ARW  property  pre-dating  the  end  of  the  Cold  War-era  (pre- 
1990)  were  inventoried  in  2006.  Two  hangars  (Hangars  885  and  888)  are  considered  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  NRHP  under  criterion  A  and  criterion  C  (121  ARW  201  Id).  The  remaining  16 
buildings  are  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office  has 
concurred  with  these  eligibility  determinations  (121  ARW  201  Id,  Snyder  2007). 

3. 5. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  121  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources;  however,  13  federally- 
recognized  Tribes  that  are  historically,  culturally,  and  linguistically  affiliated  with  the  area  have 
been  identified:  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Delaware  Nation,  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi 
Nation,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Eorest  County  Potawatomi  Community, 
Hannahville  Indian  Community,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Peoria 
Tribe  of  Indians  Oklahoma,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Turtle 
Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  and  Wyandotte  Nation. 
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3.5,7  Land  Use 

Rickenbacker  ANGS  operates  as  a  tenant  aetivity  of  Riekenbacker  lAP,  whieh  operates  military, 
commereial,  and  cargo  flights.  The  entire  airport  occupies  4,342  acres  and  is  located  10  miles 
south  of  the  central  business  district  of  Columbus,  Ohio,  near  the  village  of  Lockbourne  in 
southern  Franklin  County  and  the  northernmost  part  of  Pickaway  County. 

Zoning  surrounding  the  airport  generally  supports  compatible  land  use  planning  and  provides  for 
protection  of  the  areas  surrounding  Rickenbacker  lAP.  Comprehensive  Land  Use  plans  adopted 
by  Franklin  and  Pickaway  Counties  guide  long-term  planning.  Hamilton  Township  land  use 
codes  define  and  established  airport  hazard  zones,  height  limitations,  and  land  use  restrictions 
within  these  zones.  This  zoning  protects  RPZs  from  incompatible  land  use.  Detailed 
descriptions  of  RPZs  can  be  found  in  the  Safety  section  of  Appendix  A,  Section  A.3.  Land  use 
in  the  areas  surrounding  the  airfield  is  predominantly  Agricultural/Open  Space  interspersed  with 
pockets  of  single-family  residential  parcels.  Commercial  use  dominates  along  the  northwest 
boundary  of  the  airfield  in  Hamilton  Township.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive 
noise  receptors  are  located  within  the  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNL  off- airport  noise  contour  areas 
(CRAA  2007). 

Figure  3. 5. 7-1  is  an  overlay  of  the  baseline  noise  contours  onto  a  map  displaying  the  existing 
land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  the  installation.  The  impact  of  baseline  airfield  activities  on 
surrounding  communities  in  these  areas  is  limited.  Current  noise  levels  between  65  dB  DNL  and 
70  dB  DNL  expose  off-base  areas  of  Agricultural  and  Industrial  to  the  southwest  in  Pickaway 
County  and  to  a  lesser  degree  to  the  northeast  of  the  airport  in  Franklin  County.  Both  land  use 
designations  are  considered  compatible  uses  under  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban 
Noise  (FICUN)  standards  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.7  (CRAA  2007). 
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Figure  3,5,7-l,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and 
Land  Use  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 


Source:  Pickaway  County  2013.  Franklin  County  Zoning  2013.  Rickenbacker  lAP  2005. 
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3.5.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

3.5.8. 1  Potable  Water  System 

Potable  water  for  the  121  ARW  installation  is  provided  by  the  Franklin  County  Parsons  Avenue 
Water  Treatment  Plant  operated  by  the  City  of  Columbus  (121  ARW  2010).  Potable  water  in  the 
area  is  supplied  primarily  from  the  regional  groundwater  aquifer  wells.  The  City  of  Columbus 
Water  Division  pumps  approximately  190  trillion  gallons  of  water  per  year  to  its  eustomers.  The 
groundwater  supply  is  supplemented  with  treated  surfaee  water  from  the  Seioto  River  and  the 
Big  Walnut  Creek  (Franklin  County  Department  of  Sanitary  Engineering  2010).  In  CY  2012, 

1.8  trillion  gallons  of  potable  water  was  supplied  to  the  121  ARW  installation  (121  ARW 
2013d). 

3. 5. 8. 2  Wastewater 

The  121  ARW  installation  generates  wastewater  from  sanitary,  stormwater,  and  industrial 
proeesses,  ineluding  OWS  discharge,  wash  rack  discharge,  floor  wash-down,  latrines,  sinks,  and 
showers.  Wastewater  generated  within  the  121  ARW  installation  is  conveyed  into  the  municipal 
sewage  system,  operated  by  the  City  of  Columbus  to  the  Columbus  Southerly  Wastewater 
Treatment  Plant.  The  facility  has  a  capacity  of  1 14  million  gallons  per  day  but  typically  receives 
96  million  gallons  of  wastewater  per  day  for  treatment  (City  of  Columbus  n.d.). 

3. 5. 8. 3  Stormwater 

A  high  percentage  of  the  active  administrative  and  industrial  areas  of  the  installation  are  paved  or 
roofed,  resulting  in  high  runoff  rates  during  precipitation  events.  As  described  in  the  121  ARW 
SWPPP  (2009),  the  121  ARW  installation  has  a  stormwater  drainage  conveyance  system  typified 
by  overland  flow  to  catch  basins,  inlets,  surface  drains,  underground  pipes,  culverts,  ditches,  and 
swales  that  discharge  to  receiving  waters  (see  Section  3.5.4,  Soils  and  Water)  or  other  municipal 
separate  storm  sewer  systems.  The  stormwater  drainage  system  has  been  designed  to  safely 
collect  and  transport  surface  water  runoff  from  storm  events  to  prevent  flooding  within  the 
installation  and  is  a  separate  system  from  the  wastewater  (sewage)  system. 

3. 5. 8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  121  ARW  installation  by  South-Central  Power  via  an  aboveground, 
46,000-volt  primary  power  line  that  was  recently  buried  on  the  northern  half  of  the  installation. 
Natural  gas  is  supplied  by  Columbia  Gas  of  Ohio  via  main  lines  ranging  in  size  from  0.5  inch  to 
4  inches  in  diameter.  Electricity  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  121  ARW  installation  was 
4,999,752  kilowatt  hours.  Natural  gas  consumption  for  CY  2012  at  the  121  ARW  installation 
was  219,801  hundred  cubic  feet  (121  ARW  2013d). 
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3. 5. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

Municipal  solid  waste  at  the  121  ARW  installation  is  managed  in  accordance  with  the  121  ARW 
Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (121  ARW  2013e)  and  guidelines  specified  in  API  32-7042, 
Waste  Management  (2009).  This  API  incorporates,  by  reference,  the  federal  standard  for  solid 
waste  regulations  contained  within  40  CPR,  Subtitle  D,  Non-hazardous  Waste,  and  other 
applicable  federal  regulations,  APIs,  and  DoD  Directives.  In  general,  API  32-7042  establishes 
the  requirement  for  installations  to  have  a  solid  waste  management  program  that  incorporates  the 
following:  a  solid  waste  management  plan;  procedures  for  recycling,  diversion,  handling, 
storage,  collection,  and  disposal  of  solid  waste;  recordkeeping  and  reporting;  and  pollution 
prevention. 

The  121  ARW  installation  generates  solid  waste  in  the  form  of  office  trash,  non-hazardous 
industrial  wastes,  normal  municipal  waste,  and  construction  debris.  These  nonhazardous  solid 
wastes  are  collected  in  dumpsters  located  throughout  the  121  ARW  installation  and  transported 
to  the  Pranklin  County  Landfill. 

3. 5. 8. 6  Transportation 

The  121  ARW  installation  is  located  within  close  proximity  to  several  major  highways.  1-70 
runs  in  an  east-west  direction  approximately  8  miles  north  of  the  installation.  1-270  runs  in  a 
northwest-southeast  direction  approximately  4  miles  north  of  the  installation  and  provides 
regional  access  to  Rickenbacker  lAP  and  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS.  SR  317  provides  direct 
access  to  Rickenbacker  lAP.  The  principal  access  route  to  the  airport  is  Alum  Creek  Drive,  a 
four-lane  arterial  road  that  intersects  1-70  and  1-270,  linking  the  airport  to  the  regional  ground 
transportation  network.  U.S.  Highway  23,  a  principal  arterial  that  runs  north-south 
approximately  3  miles  west  of  the  airport  and  intersects  1-270,  also  provides  regional  access. 
This  highway  intersects  with  Groveport  Road,  an  arterial  that  provides  access  to  the  airport. 

Rickenbacker  Drive  provides  vehicle  access  to  the  road  network  and  main  cantonment  area  of 
the  installation.  The  secondary  entrance  to  the  installation.  Gate  N-5,  is  typically  used  only  by 
contractors  (e.g.,  delivery  of  supplies  by  truck)  to  access  the  installation.  This  gate  enters  the 
installation  off  Tank  Truck  Road  on  the  west  side  of  the  installation.  Tank  Truck  Road  connects 
to  Zistel  Street,  which  also  connects  with  Rickenbacker  Drive. 

3.5,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

3 . 5 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

Hazardous  materials  are  used  at  the  121  ARW  installation  for  aircraft  operations  support  and 
maintenance,  including  POL  management  and  distribution,  liquid  fuels  maintenance, 
transportation  maintenance,  vehicle  paint,  power  production,  machine  shop  operations,  and  flight 
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simulation.  Types  of  hazardous  substances  found  on  the  121  ARW  installation  include  strippers, 
batteries,  spent  cleaners,  aerosols,  paints,  solvents,  waste  oils,  hydraulic  fluid,  flammable  and 
combustible  liquids,  acids,  corrosives,  and  recovered  fuels  (121  ARW  2008).  The  primary 
storage  facility  for  hazardous  materials  on  the  installation  is  in  Building  872  (121  ARW  2006). 

Sixteen  ASTs  are  located  on  the  121  ARW  installation  and  are  used  to  store  propylene  glycol, 
gasoline,  diesel,  jet  fuel,  used  oil,  and  used  hydraulic  oil.  USTs  were  previously  used  at  the 
installation  to  store  kerosene,  diesel,  fuel  oil,  waste  oil,  jet  fuel,  gasoline,  hydraulic  fluid,  and 
liquid  propane.  All  USTs  were  removed  from  the  121  ARW  installation  in  1994  (121  ARW 
2006). 

Toxic  Substances 

Regulated  toxic  substances  typically  associated  with  buildings  and  facilities  include  asbestos, 
LBP,  and  PCBs.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  121  ARW  installation  in  1995.  ACM 
identified  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic  were  found  in  Buildings  846  and  872  (121 
ARW  2006). 

A  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  121  ARW  installation.  Any  buildings  on  the 
installation  constructed  prior  to  1978  are  presumed  to  contain  LBP  and  would  be  tested  for  LBP 
prior  to  demolition  or  renovation.  Lead  abatement  was  conducted  in  2004  at  Hangars  885  and 
888  (121  ARW  2006). 

The  121  ARW  installation  is  permitted  by  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  for  use  of 
radioactive  material  in  chemical  agent  monitoring  devices  (Permit  No.  OH-30567-01/00AFP). 
These  devices  are  returned  to  the  manufacturer  for  repair  and  disposal  (121  ARW  2006). 

The  121  ARW  does  not  maintain,  operate,  or  own  any  PCB  equipment  or  PCB-contaminated 
equipment  and  the  subject  property  is  considered  PCB-free  (121  ARW  2006). 

3. 5. 9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  121  ARW  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances  Spill  Prevention  and  Response  Plan  contains  the 
governing  regulations  for  spill  prevention  and  describes  specific  protocols  for  preventing  and 
responding  to  releases,  accidents,  and  spills  involving  oils  and  hazardous  materials  (121  ARW 
2012).  The  121  ARW  Hazardous  Waste  Management  plan  outlines  procedures  for  controlling 
and  managing  hazardous  wastes  from  the  point  where  they  are  generated  until  they  are  disposed. 
In  addition,  it  includes  guidance  for  compliance  with  all  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations 
pertaining  to  hazardous  waste  (121  ARW  2008). 

The  121  ARW  is  regulated  as  a  Small  Quantity  Generator  of  hazardous  waste  and  maintains 
USEPA  Identification  Number  OH0000553829.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where 
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the  waste  is  initially  created  or  generated.  An  SAP  is  an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is  initially 
accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the  SAP  manager.  Hazardous 
wastes  initially  accumulated  at  a  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being 
transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.  There  are  15  SAPs  (where  a  waste  is  initially  accumulated) 
identified  at  the  installation  in  Buildings/Hangars  888,  2000,  883,  885,  872,  and  846.  The 
installation  CAP  is  located  in  Building  872  (121  ARW  2008). 

OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent 
contaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  There  are 
currently  five  OWSs  located  on  the  121  ARW  installation.  These  OWSs  primarily  receive 
discharge  from  floor  drains  in  maintenance  areas  (121  ARW  2006). 

3. 5. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

There  is  one  active  ERP  site  and  five  closed  sites  located  on  the  121  ARW  installation.  Table 
3. 5. 9-1  provides  details  for  each  of  these  sites  and  Eigure  3. 5. 9-1  shows  the  locations. 


Table  3, 5,9-1,  ERP  Sites  within  the  121  ARW  Installation 


ERP 

Site 

Materials  of  Concern 

Status 

12 

Old  drum  storage  area  that  eontinued  until  1984.  Some  drums  eontained  methyl  ethyl 
ketone,  solvents,  and  paint  strippers.  Investigations  determined  that  groundwater  on 
the  northwest  side  of  the  site  was  eontaminated  with  ehlorinated  solvents. 
Groundwater  remediation  was  perforated  to  reduee  eontaminant  eoneentrations  below 
deteetion  limits.  In  1995  the  southeast  portion  of  the  site  was  paved  to  ereate  a  parking 
lot  for  Building  887.  In  1996,  soils  and  grass  were  plaeed  on  the  remaining  portion  of 
the  site. 

Active 

46 

Formerly  known  as  AOC  A.  This  site  was  investigated  as  part  of  a  jet  fuel  pipeline 
investigation.  Tier  1  and  Tier  2  Bureau  of  Underground  Storage  Tank  Regulation 
investigations  were  eondueted  and  petroleum  eontamination  levels  were  found  to  be 
below  Bureau  of  Underground  Storage  Tank  Regulation  limits.  Therefore,  it  was 
determined  that  remedial  aetions  were  not  neeessary. 

Closed 

19 

Known  as  the  North  Coal  Pile,  this  loeation  was  a  eonerete  pad  used  for  holding  up  to 
6,000  tons  of  eoal  soaked  in  fuel  oil.  Arsenic,  cadmium,  chromium,  mercury,  lead, 
and  nickel  were  detected  in  the  groundwater  underneath  the  site  and  polynuclear 
aromatic  hydrocarbons  were  found  in  the  soil  and  sediments. 

Closed 

22 

This  site  was  located  behind  the  heating  plant  and  adjacent  to  the  former  North  Coal 
Pile  and  consisted  of  a  concrete  pad  for  drum  storage.  The  concrete  pad  was  removed 
and  an  interim  remedial  action  was  conducted  to  remove  and  treat  the  contaminated 
soils. 

Closed 

25 

This  includes  all  of  the  open  drainage  ditches  throughout  the  installation  which  have 
had  spills  and  leaks  of  hazardous  materials  and  petroleum  products  discharged  into 
them  in  the  past.  VOCs,  semi-volatile  organic  compounds,  pesticides,  and  metals  were 
detected  at  several  sites  out  of  5 1  sediment  sampling  locations. 

Closed 

35 

Former  UST  that  was  removed  in  1991. 

Closed 

Notes:  AOC  =  Area  of  Concern;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  UST  =  underground  storage  tank 

Source-.  121  ARW  2006,  2010. 
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3,5,10  Socioeconomics 

3.5.10.1  Population  and  Employment 

Population 


Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  approximately  12  miles  southeast  of  downtown  Columbus  in 
Franklin  County.  Current  population  data  and  estimates  for  the  state  of  Ohio,  Franklin,  and 
Pickaway  counties,  Groveport  and  Fockboume  Villages,  and  Hamilton,  Harrison,  and  Madison 
Townships  are  provided  in  Table  3.5.10-1.  From  1990  to  2010,  Franklin  County’s  population 
increased  by  201,977,  an  increase  of  approximately  21  percent.  Pickaway  County  grew  by  7,443 
between  1990  and  2010,  an  increase  of  approximately  15  percent  (USCB  1990e,  2000e,  2010g). 

Table  3,5,10-1,  Population  Growth  within  the  Vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Area 

1990  Census 

2000  Census 

2010  Census 

Ohio 

10,847,115 

11,353,140 

11,536,504 

Franklin  County 

961,437 

1,068,978 

1,163,414 

Pickaway  County 

48,255 

52,727 

55,698 

Groveport  Village* 

2,948 

3,865 

5,363 

Lockboume  Village* 

N/A 

280 

Til 

Flamilton  Township 

9,746 

7,950 

8,260 

Flarrison  Township 

5,292 

6,424 

7,593 

Madison  Township 

18,749 

21,243 

23,509 

Notes:  1990  census  data  was  not  available  for  this  village. 


N/A  =  not  available 
Source:  USCB  1990e,  2000e,  2010g. 

The  121  ARW  currently  supports  a  workforce  authorization  of  1,497,  including  442  full-time 
and  1,055  part-time  personnel  (see  Table  2.3-30). 


Employment  and  Earnings 


Table  3.5.10-2  presents  total  labor  force  and  employment  rates  for  Ohio,  Franklin  and  Pickaway 
counties,  and  Groveport  and  Fockboume  Villages.  Based  on  2007-2011  ACS  5-year  estimates, 
there  were  632,774  persons  in  the  labor  force  (able  to  work)  and  580,359  employed  within 
Franklin  County,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate  of  approximately  8  percent.  Fabor  force 
estimates  for  Pickaway  County  include  25,074  persons,  with  23,184  employed,  resulting  in  an 
unemployment  rate  of  approximately  7  percent.  Top  employment  industries  in  Franklin  County 
include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social  assistance;  2)  retail;  and  3) 
professional,  scientific,  and  management,  and  administrative  and  waste  management  services 
(USCB  201  Ig).  Principal  employers  include  state  of  Ohio,  The  Ohio  State  University,  JP 
Morgan  Chase,  Nationwide,  and  Ohio  Health  (Franklin  County  2010).  Top  employment 
industries  in  Pickaway  County  include  1)  educational  services,  and  health  care  and  social 
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assistance;  2)  manufacturing;  and  3)  retail  (USCB  201  Ig).  Principal  employers  include  ALSO 
Metals  Corporation,  Berger  Health  System,  Circle  Plastics/TriMold  LLC,  Circleville  City 
Schools,  and  DuPont  (Pickaway  Progress  Partnership  2013). 


Table  3,5,10-2,  Employment  Data  (2011)  within  the  Vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS^ 


Area 

Labor  Force 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Unemployment 
Rate  (Vo) 

Ohio 

5,883,960 

5,338,072 

545,888 

9.2 

Franklin  County 

632,774 

580,359 

52,415 

8.3 

Pickaway  County 

25,074 

23,184 

1,918 

7.6 

Groveport  Village 

2,973 

2,842 

131 

4.4 

Lockboume  Village 

139 

112 

27 

19.4 

Flamilton  Township 

4,089 

3,404 

685 

16.8 

Flarrison  Township 

3,710 

3,443 

267 

7.2 

Madison  Township 

12,473 

11,612 

861 

6.9 

Note:  1.  Employment  numbers  include  individuals  in  the  Armed  Forces  and  are  from  the  2007-2011  American 


Community  Survey  5-Year  Estimates. 
Source:  USCB  201  Ig. 

3.5.10.2  Schools 


According  to  the  2011  ACS  enrollment  5-year  estimates,  195,535  students  were  enrolled  in 
schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  in  Franklin  County.  In  Pickaway  County,  10,658 
students  were  enrolled  in  schools  from  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  (USCB  201  Ig). 


3.5.10.3  Housing 


In  2010,  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Franklin  County  was  525,186,  with  a  vacancy  rate  of 
approximately  10  percent.  In  the  Pickaway  County  in  2010,  there  were  a  total  of  21,275  housing 
units  with  a  vacancy  rate  of  approximately  7  percent  (USCB  2010g). 


3,5,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

3.5.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Table  3.5.11-1  displays  the  minority,  low- income,  and  children  under  age  18  within  the  state  of 
Ohio,  as  well  as  the  counties,  villages,  and  townships  within  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP. 
Approximately  31  percent  of  the  population  of  Franklin  County  is  composed  of  minorities  (i.e., 
an  ethnic  or  racial  group  with  a  distinctive  presence  in  a  community),  compared  to 
approximately  17  percent  for  the  state  of  Ohio.  Pickaway  County  has  a  lower  proportion  of 
minorities  (5.5  percent)  than  Franklin  County  or  the  state  (USCB  2010g). 
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The  percentage  of  population  living  below  the  poverty  level  for  the  state  of  Ohio  (approximately 
15  percent)  is  the  lower  than  Franklin  County  (approximately  17  percent),  but  higher  than 
Pickaway  County  (approximately  13  percent)  (USCB  2010g). 


Table  3,5,11-1,  Population  within  the  Vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS^ 


Low- 

Percent 

Children 

Total 

Minority 

Percent 

Income 

Low- 

Under 

Percent 

Geographic  Area 

Population 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Income^ 

Age  18 

Children 

Ohio 

11,536,504 

1,997,067 

17.3 

1,707,403 

14.8 

2,730,751 

23.7 

Franklin  County 

1,163,414 

357,797 

30.8 

202,434 

17.4 

278,542 

23.9 

Pickaway  County 

55,698 

3,043 

5.5 

7,296 

13.1 

13,157 

23.6 

Groveport  Village 

5,363 

962 

17.9 

493 

9.2 

1,271 

23.7 

Lockboume 

Village 

Til 

5 

2.1 

14 

5.8 

58 

24.5 

Flamilton 

Township 

8,260 

621 

7.5 

942 

11.4 

1,897 

23.0 

Flarrison  Township 

7,593 

266 

3.5 

1,496 

19.7 

2,141 

28.2 

Madison  Township 

23,509 

3,856 

16.4 

2,092 

8.9 

5,953 

25.3 

Note'.  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the  2010 
census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB  determines 


poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes  institutionalized 
persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15  years  old. 
Source-.  USCB2010g. 


Currently  there  are  no  residential  populations,  including  minority  or  low-income  populations, 
located  within  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP  within  the  baseline  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  or 
above. 

3.5.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  Franklin  County  was  approximately 
278,542  (approximately  24  percent  of  the  population).  In  2010,  the  number  of  children  under  the 
age  of  18  living  in  Pickaway  County  was  approximately  13,157  (approximately  24  percent  of  the 
population)  (Table  3.5.11-1).  The  state  of  Ohio  has  a  similar  percentage  population  of  children 
compared  to  the  counties  (approximately  24  percent).  There  are  no  on- installation  housing  or 
facilities  for  children  located  at  the  121  ARW  installation.  Currently  there  are  no  schools 
exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above. 
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CHAPTER  4  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


The  resource  analyses  presented  in  this  chapter  are  based  on  an  examination  of  potential  effects 
that  the  various  alternatives,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative  may  have  on  existing 
environmental  conditions.  The  alternatives  are  described  in  Chapter  2,  and  the  existing 
environmental  conditions  for  each  resource  are  described  in  Chapter  3.  This  chapter  examines 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  for  each  of  the  resource  areas  in  the  same  sequence  as 
presented  in  Chapter  3.  The  sections  that  follow  present  an  evaluation  of  potential  impacts 
within  the  specific  ROI  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  each  of  the  alternatives  using  the 
analytical  methodology  presented  in  Appendix  A. 

4.1  Alternative  #1  ~  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.1.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #1  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  to  assess  potential  impacts. 
Details  of  the  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  Forbes  ANGS  were  generated  using  the  NOISEMAP  computer 
model  and  represent  the  most  current  noise  data  available  for  establishing  baseline  conditions 
and  for  which  to  analyze  changes  to  the  noise  environment  in  the  Forbes  ANGS  ROI.  DNL 
noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #1  were  also  generated  using  NOISEMAP 
through  the  removal  of  all  KC-135  operations  and  the  insertion  of  the  proposed  KC-46A 
operations  using  the  substitute  KC-46A  noise  data  and  flight  profile  data  provided  by  Air  Eorce 
Civil  Engineer  Center  (AECEC)  and  applying  the  data  to  the  current  KC-135  flight  tracks  and 
operational  procedures. 

4. 1.1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #1,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Eorbes  ANGS,  replacing  the  current  12 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield  and  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft 
climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews 
for  operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue 
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to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures;  however,  most  tactical  procedures 
would  be  accomplished  in  the  simulator  and  at  other  locations  away  from  Forbes  Field  Airport. 


Under  Alternative  #1,  the  190  ARW  would  have  an  increase  in  flying  hours  generating  an 
increase  in  annual  airfield  operations  by  4,110  from  10,452  to  14,562  operations  (a  39  percent 
increase).  Aircraft  operations  per  average  busy  flying  day  (arrivals  and  departures  [3.64]  and 
closed  patterns  [16.64])  would  increase  under  Alternative  #1  to  4.94  arrivals  and  departures  and 
23.1  closed  pattems/day.  The  percentage  of  190  ARW  annual  aircraft  operations  occurring 
during  environmental  night  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  would  remain  at  the  same  15  percent  as  under 
baseline  conditions.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  would  not  change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities  (Table  4. 1.1-1).  There 
would  be  no  change  to  any  other  aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the 
baseline  condition. 


Table  4,1, 1-1,  Forbes  Field  Airport  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

KC-46A 

6,322 

959 

6,118 

1,163 

12,440 

2,122 

14,562 

Other  Aircraft^ 

6,848 

241 

6,848 

241 

13,696 

482 

14,178 

Total 

13,170 

1,200 

12,966 

1,404 

26,136 

2,604 

28,740 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft);  example  aircraft  include: 
L-101 1,  MD-80,  Lear  35,  and  HH-60. 

Source:  FAA  20 1 2a,  Forbes  ANGS  2013. 

Figure  4. 1.1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion  from 
the  current  12  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4. 1.1-2  compares  baseline 
noise  contours  with  Alternative  #1  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all 
transient  aircraft,  and  general  and  commercial  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  most  current 
Forbes  Field  Airport  2013  noise  modeling  update  using  2012  data.  Table  4. 1.1-2  shows  changes 
to  the  acreage  of  land  within  each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #1. 


Table  4,1, 1-2,  Land  Areas  witbin  DNL  Contours  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #1 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #1  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dB  DNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

448 

165 

613 

430 

111 

541 

-72 

70-75 

308 

0 

308 

286 

0 

286 

-22 

75-80 

50 

0 

50 

103 

0 

103 

53 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

>85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

806 

165 

971 

819 

111 

930 

-41 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 
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While  the  operations  inerease  under  Alternative  #1,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  reduce 
slightly  from  the  baseline  DNL  noise  contours  because  the  KC-46A  is  generally  a  quieter  aircraft 
(5  dB  quieter  on  landing  and  1  dB  louder  on  take-off)  than  the  KC-135  and  other  aircraft  such  as 
the  F-18  and  E-3  contributing  more  to  the  DNL  levels  than  the  KC-46A.  Overall,  the  number  of 
acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure  area  would  decrease  by 
approximately  41  acres,  or  4  percent,  and  would  remain  primarily  on  airport  property  with 
approximately  1 1 1  of  the  acres  off  the  airport  property.  Information  regarding  the  number  of 
people  residing  in  this  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.1.11,  Environmental  Justice  and  the 
Protection  of  Children',  and  information  regarding  the  area  of  residential  use  is  located  in  Section 
4.1.7,  Land  Use. 

Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #1  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  65  dB  DNL. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  flying  profdes  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides 
representative  SELs,  indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5 
dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #1,  only  the 
number  of  aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when 
individual  aircraft  operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently 
flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with  less  than  15  percent  of  flights  occurring  during 
environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Per  the  ANG  mission,  the  KC-46A  would  be  operated  Monday  through  Eriday  for  a  total  of 
approximately  260  operational  days  per  year,  mirroring  the  operational  patterns  of  current 
KC-135  operations.  Based  on  the  average  annual  day,  aircrews  would  fly  4.94  sorties  (initial 
departure  and  initial  arrival)  and  approximately  23.1  additional  practice  approaches  (closed 
patterns)  at  the  airfield.  The  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  4,1 10  airfield  operations 
per  year  at  the  airport  with  approximately  15  percent  conducted  between  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00 
a.m. 


Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4. 1.1-1,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Eorbes  Eield  Airport  that  falls  within  the 
80+  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated 
with  these  areas. 
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4. 1.1. 2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  noise  from  construetion  equipment  assoeiated  with  eonstruetion 
aetivities  that  would  oecur  intermittently  during  the  eonstruetion  period  (beginning  FY  2015). 
Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the  source 
(Federal  Highway  Administration  [FHWA]  2006)  (Appendix  C,  Noise,  Seetion  A.  1.2. 2). 
Aviation-related  activities  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  dominate  the  loeal  noise  environment  for  brief 
times  on  some  days.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility  construction  would  contribute  little  to 
the  general  baekground  noise  levels  around  the  airfield.  Therefore,  impacts  from  construction 
under  Alternative  #1  would  be  negligible. 

4. 1 . 1 .3  Summary  of  Impaets 

While  the  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  would  inerease  by  4,110  (39  pereent  increase  in 
190  ARW  operations,  17  pereent  inerease  in  total  airfield  operations),  the  acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  decrease  by  41  acres.  There  would  be  no  potential 
for  hearing  loss  off  the  airport  and  no  increase  in  the  percent  population  highly  annoyed. 
Construction  noise  would  be  localized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise 
environment.  Impacts  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,1.2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  construction  and  operational  activities  at  the  190  ARW 
of  the  KS  ANG  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  in  Topeka,  Kansas.  The  estimation  of  proposed 
operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  change  in  emissions  between  existing  aircraft 
operations  and  projected  KC-46A  operations. 

As  discussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impacts  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Forbes  Field  Airport  were  reviewed  for  signifioanee  relative  to  the  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD)  threshold  for  new  major  sourees  for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General 
Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  nonattainment  pollutants.  Because  the  projeet  region 
within  Shawnee  County  attain  all  of  the  NAAQS,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for 
greenhouse  gases  [GHGs])  was  used  as  an  indicator  of  the  potential  signifieance  of  the  emissions 
from  Alternative  #1 . 

4 . 1 .2 . 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Eorbes  Eield  Airport 
include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  off-site 
POV  eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  including  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  source  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
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Operational  data  used  to  ealeulate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Faetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  (AFCEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AECEC  2013. 

Table  4. 1.2-1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Eorbes  Field  Airport.  Table  4. 1.2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 1.2-1,  the  net  emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 


Table  4,1,2-1,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual 
Operational  Emissions,  190  ARW 


ANNUAL  EMISSION5 

i,  TONSWEAR 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.5 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.63 

54.09 

99.23 

8.48 

0.45 

0.45 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.17 

2.52 

0.69 

0.11 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

1.94 

26.38 

1.46 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

Total 

5.75 

83.00 

101.39 

8.61 

0.53 

0.49 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

22.21 

83.94 

253.12 

14.22 

0.95 

0.81 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.27 

4.33 

1.17 

0.14 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

1.59 

23.99 

1.11 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

Total 

25.14 

112.28 

255.42 

14.38 

1.04 

0.86 

Net  Increase 

19.40 

29.28 

154.03 

5.77 

0.51 

0.37 

MOB  2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

3.47 

0.35 

1.52 

0.67 

0.96 

0.76 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PM|o  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
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In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a 
net  increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  tpy. 


Table  4. 1.2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  that  would 
result  from  KC-46A  operations  at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  along  with  the  net  inerease  in 
comparison  with  the  baseline.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 1.2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD 
thresholds  for  GHGs. 

Table  4,l,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  190  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

23,347 

0.65 

0.73 

23,585 

AGE 

2,421 

0.07 

0.08 

2,446 

Engine  Tests 

296 

0.01 

0.01 

299 

POVs 

993 

0.00 

0.00 

993 

Total 

27,056 

0.72 

0.81 

27,324 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

38.724 

1.02 

1.15 

39,102 

AGE 

3,291 

0.09 

0.11 

3,326 

Engine  Tests 

384 

0.01 

0.01 

388 

POVs 

1,015 

0.00 

0.00 

1,015 

Total 

43,413 

1.13 

1.27 

43,831 

Net  Increase 

16,359 

0.41 

0.46 

16,507 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


GHG  =  greenhouse  gas;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon 
dioxide  equivalent;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4. 1.2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  require  eonstruetion  and  renovation  of 
existing  airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality 
impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  eonstruetion  activities  would  oceur  from  (1)  eombustion 
emissions  from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation 
of  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 1.2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  eonstruetion 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at  Forbes  Field  Airport.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 1.2-3,  emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  For  eonstruetion 
emissions,  the  projeet  option  with  the  greatest  potential  to  emit  was  used  in  the  analysis  (see 
Table  2.3-5). 
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Table  4,l,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #1 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NO^ 

VOC 

SO, 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  (Option  1)  -  Addition  to 

Hangar  662 

0.94 

1.49 

0.26 

0.03 

1.34 

1.12 

498.26 

Project  #2  (Option  2)  -  Addition  to 
Building  665 

1.52 

2.42 

0.43 

0.05 

2.45 

1.88 

808.91 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Building  679 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  (Option  2)  -  Pave 
Apron/Hydrants  and  Airfield  Hold  Ramp 

5.38 

12.98 

1.32 

0.66 

10.93 

4.59 

3,319.19 

Total  Maximum  Emissions 

8.14 

17.36 

2.07 

0.75 

14.76 

7.63 

4,748.95 

PSD  Threshold 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

250 

100,000 

Note:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

4. 1.2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Forbes  ANGS  is  located  in  an  attainment  area  for  all  criteria  pollutants.  While  there  would  be 
increases  in  operational  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  they  would  be  below  the  PSD  threshold,  and 
would  not  be  significant.  Operational  GHG  emissions  would  be  within  thresholds  in  the  PSD 
tailoring.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational  HAP  emissions  would  be 
negligible. 

4.1.3  Safety 

4 . 1 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  facilities  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A 
beddown  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013c). 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  190  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  190  ARW. 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projects  related  to  Alternative  #1  would  not 
impact  aircraft  take-off  and  landings  or  penetrate  any  RPZs.  New  building  construction  is  not 
proposed,  only  existing  building  renovation  and  minor  additions;  therefore,  construction  activity 
would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety  risk  or  obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall 
within  the  same  general  types  as  those  that  have  historically  occurred  at  Forbes  Field  Airport. 
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For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow  established  local  approach  and  departure  patterns  used. 
Therefore,  flight  activity  and  subsequent  operations  would  not  require  changes  to  RPZs. 

Planned  construction  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  comprises  additions  to  existing  buildings  and 
internal  modifications  only;  no  new  facilities  are  proposed.  Therefore,  none  of  the  construction 
or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  current  QD  arcs.  Per  Air  Force  Manual  (AFMAN) 
91-201,  Explosive  Safety  Standards,  there  would  be  no  public  transportation  route  or  inhabited 
building  located  within  the  proposed  QD  arcs.  No  explosives  would  be  handled  during 
construction  or  demolition  activities.  Therefore,  no  additional  risk  would  be  expected  as  a  result 
of  implementation  of  this  alternative. 

To  support  the  aircraft  beddown  at  Forbes  ANGS,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures,  including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  Unified  Facilities  Criteria  (UFC)  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control 
Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and  UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for 
Buildings,  providing  additional  protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 1.3.2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
have  been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in 
service  (Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft 
losses  (similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (Aviation 
Safety  Network  [ASN]  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace,  Forbes  ANGS  would 
comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate,  should  they 
be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 
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To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  ineludes  all  faeets  of  flight  operations  and  eomprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistic.  These  factors  should  minimize  risk  associated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  39  percent  190  ARW 
operations  (17  percent  in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  airfield  operations 
compared  to  existing  conditions.  Even  after  the  proposed  increase,  however,  the  total  airfield 
operations  would  remain  fewer  than  many  of  the  state’s  other  commercial  airfields,  including 
Salina  Regional  Airport,  Hutchinson  Municipal  Airport,  Philip  Billard  Municipal  (Topeka) 
Airport,  and  New  Century  (Olathe)  AirCenter  (FAA  2013).  This  increase  in  take-offs,  landings, 
proficiency  training,  and  other  flights  would  result  in  a  commensurate  increase  in  the  safety  risk 
to  aircrews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  increase  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  opportunity 
for  aircraft  mishaps,  including  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expected  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expected  to  change  from  current  conditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
commercial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates,  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  technological 
improvements,  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  have  a  similar  safety  record.  In  addition, 
current  airfield  safety  procedures  discussed  previously  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and 
additional  airfield  flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  procedures  (190  ARW 
2012b).  In  addition,  KC-46A  aircrews  would  be  required  to  follow  applicable  procedures 
outlined  in  the  190  ARW  BASH  Plan  (2012);  adherence  to  this  program  has  minimized 
bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flights  and 
some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed  pattern  work).  Furthermore,  special 
briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  greater  bird/wildlife  strike  risks 
within  the  airspace;  KC-46A  pilots  would  also  be  subject  to  these  procedures. 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aircraft  accident  or  BASH  mishap  to  occur  in  the  local  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  civilians  to  be  impacted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vicinity  of 
Forbes  Field  Airport  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #1  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
officer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergency  situations.  Records  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  such  circumstances  are  rare,  occurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
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have  the  capability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
capability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  which  could  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  certain  circumstances.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  costly 
inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 1.3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  39  percent  increase  in  actual  190  ARW  airfield  operations  (17  percent  increase 
in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  with  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and 
BASH  potential.  Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques. 
During  construction,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict 
adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities.  Impacts  to  safety 
would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

4,1,4  Soils  and  Water 

4. 1.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #1,  new  construction  would  consist  of  four  separate  projects  resulting  in  up  to 
258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of  new  construction  footprint  and  no  new  impervious  surface.  There  are 
two  construction  scenarios  for  the  aircraft  conversion  under  consideration;  only  one  of  these 
options  for  each  project  would  be  implemented.  The  total  construction  footprint  analyzed 
represents  the  largest  possible  footprint  of  each  of  the  options  (Table  2.3-5).  These  proposed 
construction  projects  would  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility 
Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #1  would  occur  on  Ladysmith  silty  clay  loam  (0  to  1 
percent  slopes).  This  soil  type  is  rated  by  the  NRCS  Web  Soil  Survey  as  very  limited  for  roads 
and  small  commercial  building  development  due  to  high  shrink  swell  potential,  low  strength, 
ponding,  frost  action,  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013).  In  addition,  this  soil  is 
designated  as  Prime  Farmland  under  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act.  However,  there  would 
be  no  new  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #1  and  construction  would  occur  on 
previously  paved  ground.  In  addition,  as  the  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and 
the  surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does 
not  apply  to  this  alternative. 
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To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and 
sedimentation  during  construction  activity,  standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the 
190  ARW  SWPPP  (190  ARW  2012a)  would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the 
construction  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the  use  of  well-maintained  silt  fences  or  straw 
wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of 
earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of  soil  stockpiles,  as  appropriate.  A 
site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  activities  with  the 
installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while 
soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of 
Kansas  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  General  Permit  for  Stormwater  Runoff  from  Construction 
Activities  (General  Permit  No.  S-MCST-0312-1)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects. 
Construction  activities  subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the 
ground  such  as  stockpiling  or  excavation.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and 
appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  earth  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of 
Alternative  #1  would  be  minimal. 

4. 1.4. 2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  up  to  258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of 
temporary  soil  disturbance  from  the  proposed  facility  construction;  however,  there  would  be  no 
increase  in  impervious  surface  (Figure  4. 1.4-1).  In  accordance  with  UFC  3-2I0-I0,  Low  Impact 
Development  (LID)  (as  amended,  2010)  and  Energy  and  Independence  Security  Act  (EISA) 
Section  438,  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would 
be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features. 
However,  EISA  does  not  apply  in  this  instance  since  there  would  be  no  increase  in  impervious 
surface.  Temporary  soil  disturbance  could  result  in  localized  increases  in  total  suspended 
particulates  to  nearby  surface  waters.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  associated  with  erosion, 
runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  as  described  above  and  in  the  190 
ARW  SWPPP  (190  ARW  2012a)  would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the  construction 
period.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that 
impacts  to  surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  would  be  minimal. 

4 . 1 .4 . 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  no  increase  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  as 
a  result  of  proposed  construction.  Therefore,  impacts  to  groundwater  would  be  negligible. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Forbes  ANGS 


4-13 


Final  -  June  2014 
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4. 1.4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  construction  activities  at  the  installation  would  not  occur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  such,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4. 1 .4.5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  approximately  5.9  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance  and  no  new  impervious 
surface  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  associated  with 
erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  would  be  implemented.  In 
addition,  as  the  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the  surrounding  land  is  already 
in  urban  development,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative. 
Therefore,  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  would  be  negligible. 

4.1.5  Biological  Resources 

4. 1.5.1  Vegetation 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  Alternative  #1  at  the  190  ARW  installation  would 
occur  on  currently  paved  areas  and  would  not  result  in  an  increase  of  impervious  surfaces. 
Therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation. 

4. 1.5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #1,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  construction  would  be  minor.  Noise  and  human 
activity  associated  with  construction  could  evoke  reactions  to  wildlife,  including  those  that  are 
protected  under  the  MBTA,  and  may  cause  them  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area.  Disturbed  nests 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to  abandonment  and 
depredation.  A  study  conducted  by  Strasser  and  Heath  (2013)  suggested  that  cavity  nesting 
birds,  such  as  kestrels,  who  inhabit  noisy  environments  may  compensate  for  decreased  auditory 
cues  by  increasing  vigilance  behavior,  leading  to  changes  in  energy  allocation  or  extended 
periods  away  from  the  nest  during  incubation.  This  behavior  appeared  to  be  followed,  at  a  high 
rate,  by  nest  abandonment.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport 
where  project  components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft 
and  general  military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  noise  are 
expected  to  be  minimal  because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under 
existing  conditions  and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and 
temporary  nature  of  the  proposed  construction  and  modiflcations. 

Under  Alternative  #1,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  proposed  operations  would  be  minor. 
Operational  noise  levels  would  be  expected  to  decrease  slightly  from  baseline  with  the 
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conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard 
associated  with  military  aircraft  training.  Under  Alternative  #1,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in 
the  same  airfield  environment  as  the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at 
Forbes  Field  Airport  would  be  projeeted  to  inerease  by  approximately  39  percent  over  the 
KC-135  baseline  operations  (17  pereent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  inerease  in 
airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  inereased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to 
oceur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Adherence  to  the  existing  BASH  program  would 
minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes  (see  Seetion  4.1.3,  Safety).  The  190  ARW  has 
developed  procedures  designed  to  minimize  the  occurrenee  of  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes,  and 
has  doeumented  detailed  proeedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  plaeed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some  types  of 
training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaehes,  closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment.  Speeial 
briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  inereased  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  within  the  airspaee. 

4. 1.5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  special  status  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  Forbes  Field  Airport  and  there  is  only 
a  low  potential  for  them  to  oeeur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  In  addition,  noise 
levels  would  be  expected  to  deerease  slightly  from  baseline  with  the  eonversion  to  the  KC-46A 
aireraft.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  no  effect  to  special  status  species.  The 
USFWS  Kansas  Ecologieal  Serviees  Field  Offiee  stated  in  a  letter  sent  on  Mareh  13,  2014  that 
they  have  no  eoncerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action. 

4. 1.5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  oceur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #1. 

4. 1.5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wetlands  under  this  alternative.  Impacts  to  wildlife 
species  from  operational  noise  would  be  imperceptibly  beneficial  due  to  the  slight  decrease  in 
noise.  A  39  pereent  inerease  in  190  ARW  (17  percent  inerease  in  total)  airfield  operations  may 
result  in  a  slight  inereased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes  to  oceur,  including  those 
with  migratory  birds.  Impaets  to  wildlife  due  to  eonstruetion  would  be  negligible.  No  speeial 
status  speeies  or  eritical  habitat  is  known  to  occur  on  Forbes  Field  Airport;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  impacts  to  these  species. 
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4.1,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,242  to  1,436  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation, 
which  lack  cultural  resources. 

4. 1 .6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

Based  on  previous  archaeological  surveys  that  identified  no  archaeological  resources,  the 
installation  is  considered  to  have  low  to  no  potential  of  containing  buried  archaeological 
resources  (KS  ANG  2008).  The  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  with  these  findings  (Zollner  2008, 
2013).  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  are  identified  during 
construction,  the  190  ARW  would  immediately  cease  all  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery 
and  contact  the  190  ARW  Environmental  Manager  who  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist 
to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Because  there  are  no  significant  archaeological  resources  (prehistoric 
or  historic)  on  the  190  ARW  installation,  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  would  have  no 
impact  to  archaeological  resources. 

4. 1.6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Two  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  alteration  (Hangars  662  and  665)  are  not  eligible  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP  (Zollner  2008).  The  third  building  (Building  679)  is  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP. 
However,  Building  679  has  been  demolished  and  completely  rebuilt.  These  actions  were 
mitigated  by  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the  Kansas  SHPO,  Kansas  ANG,  and  190 
ARW  for  a  previous  project  (Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  et  al.  2009).  The  current 
proposed  Alternative  #1  would  not  affect  the  existing  agreement.  The  interpretive  display 
located  in  the  entry  corridor  of  the  new  building  that  was  the  major  component  of  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  would  not  be  altered  (KS  ANG  2010).  Therefore,  the  NGB  has 
determined  that  there  would  be  no  effect  to  historic  properties  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  Kansas  SHPO  concurs  that  no  historic  properties  would  be  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action 
(see  Zollner  2013  in  Appendix  B3).  Therefore,  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  would  have 
no  impact  to  architectural  resources. 

4. 1 .6.3  Traditional  Resources 

There  are  no  known  traditional  resources  on  the  190  ARW  installation.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  the  installation,  it  is  considered  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional  resources 
located  at  the  190  ARW.  Government-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  was  conducted 
with  each  federally-recognized  Tribe  in  recognition  of  their  status  as  sovereign  nations,  and  to 
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provide  information  regarding  tribal  concerns  per  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  as  well  as  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on  or  near 
the  installation.  Two  responses  from  federally-recognized  tribes  have  been  received  (the  Kaw 
Nation  and  the  Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes).  The  Kaw  Nation  and  the  Wichita  and  Affiliated 
Tribes  stated  that  they  have  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Letters  and  written 
correspondence  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  and  emails  in  an  effort  to 
increase  accessibility  and  encourage  communication  in  the  event  a  Tribe  would  have  any 
concerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action  or  land  below  the  affected  or  proposed  airspace  areas. 
Correspondence  sent  to  the  tribes  and  follow-up  efforts  are  located  in  Appendix  B2.  Additional 
efforts  were  made  to  contact  non-responsive  tribes  without  success  (see  Appendix  B2).  While  the 
NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes  and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes,  Section  106  consultation  on 
the  KC-46A  MOB  2  proposed  alternative  at  Forbes  ANGS  is  now  complete. 

4. 1 .6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  be  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of 
the  installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
archaeological  resources  are  known.  Interior  modifications  to  Building  679  would  not  affect  the 
NRHP-eligibility  of  the  building.  Other  architectural  resources  are  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
NRHP.  The  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  with  the  determination  that  no  historic  properties 
would  be  affected  (Zollner  2013).  No  traditional  resources  are  known  to  occur  at  the  installation. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural  resources  at  the  190  ARW  installation  are  anticipated  under 
Alternative  #1. 

4.1,7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #1  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4. 1.7-1  and  Figure  4. 1.7-1,  areas  outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  55  acres,  overall.  By  zoning  districts,  the 
PUD  area  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  approximately  3  acres; 
Industrial  areas  would  decrease  by  approximately  8  acres;  and  Residential  Reserve  areas  would 
decrease  by  approximately  42  acres.  No  houses,  churches,  schools,  or  other  known  noise 
sensitive  receptors  would  be  located  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour.  Therefore, 
Alternative  #1  is  compatible  with  current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  and  would  result  in 
minor  beneficial  impacts.  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  can  be 
found  in  Section  4.1.1,  Noise. 
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Table  4,1,7-1,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 

Forbes  Field  Airport  Boundary 


Land  Use 

Baseline  Total 
(acres) 

Proposed  Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 
(acres) 

Planned  Unit  Development 

24.0 

21.4 

-2.6 

Industrial 

36.0 

28.3 

-7.7 

Residential  Reserve 

97.4 

55.4 

-42.0 

Non-designated 

8.1 

5.8 

-2.3 

Total  Area 

165.5 

110.9 

-54.6 

4 . 1 . 7 . 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

While  the  number  of  total  annual  airfield  operations  would  increase  by  4,110  (17  pereent),  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  decrease  by  41  acres  (55  acres 
off  airport  property).  Current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  would  not  change  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would  be  compatible  with  current  land  use  and  zoning 
designations  and  would  result  in  impereeptibly  beneficial  impacts  by  reducing  the  off-airport 
areas  currently  exposed  to  noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  70  dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas 
would  not  be  affeeted. 
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4.1,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4. 1.8.1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #1  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  181  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
control  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 1.8. 2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  181 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4. 1.8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  up  to  258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbance 
and  no  new  impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  proposed  construction.  The  proposed  construction 
activities  could  temporarily  impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.1.4,  Soils  and 
Water)-,  however,  through  implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices  (as 
described  previously),  preventative  maintenance,  and  periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect 
risk  to  stormwater,  especially  during  active  construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected 
to  the  existing  stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

4. 1 .8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  Alternative  #1 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 
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Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #1  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impaets  would  be  temporary,  oceurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  eleetrieity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construetion  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4. 1.8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  construeted  would  generate  construetion  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construetion  activities  would  result  in  approximately  258,149 
SF  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities.  Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA 
to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated  that  proposed  renovations  at  Forbes  ANGS 
would  generate  3,043,577  pounds  (1,522  tons)  of  renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal 
(USEPA  2009). 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construetion  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  The  Rolling  Meadows  Eandfill  has  a  remaining  life 
expectaney  of  15  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  321,000  tons  per  year  (Rolling  Meadows 
Waste  Management  2009).  The  1,522  tons  of  proposed  construction  debris  generated  at  Forbes 
ANGS  would  represent  approximately  0.5  pereent  of  the  yearly  capacity  of  the  landfill.  In 
addition,  Shawnee  County  has  a  remaining  municipal  solid  waste  eapacity  of  20-40  years 
(Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment  2010).  Impacts  to  local  landfills  would  not  be 
expeeted  to  exeeed  the  permitted  throughput  or  eontribute  significantly  to  the  remaining 
capaeity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projeets  at  the  190  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  aetivities. 
Contraetors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  reeyeled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  pereent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  colleeted  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  eomponents  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AFI  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 
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4. 1.8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respeetive  aetivity.  Construetion  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construetion  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  inereases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
inereases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  oecurring  only  during  aetive  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  1 8 1  under  Alternative 
#1  (see  Table  2.3-6).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  181  additional  one-way 
vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #1  would  add  an  additional  362  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construetion  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capaeity  to  manage  this  increase  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impacts  to  transportation  infrastructure 
would  not  be  signifieant  under  Alternative  #1 . 

4. 1.8. 7  Summary  of  Impaets 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  sinee  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  inereased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impaets 
to  infrastrueture  resulting  from  eonstruetion  would  be  negligible  since  any  interruption  of  utility 
serviees  or  increase  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 

4,1.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 . 1 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Program  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program. 
Training  aetivities  and  other  functions  would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A 
and  existing  KC-135  aireraft.  The  types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135  fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A 
aircraft  will  be  free  of  ozone  depleting  substances  (ODSs).  ODSs  were  typically  used  as  part  of 
the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aircraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would  no  longer  be  required 
under  Alternative  #1 . 
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The  KC-46A  aircraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aircraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aircraft  and  is  expected  to  need  less  maintenance 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  total  number  of  annual  flying  hours  for  the  190  ARW  would  increase 
from  4,868  to  8,040  (a  65  percent  increase);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances 
(e.g.,  fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from 
what  is  currently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.l,  for  more 
details).  Additionally,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the 
quantity  of  fuel  used  during  construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline) 
would  be  required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  electricity  and 
lighting  as  conditions  warrant.  Procedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for 
the  190  ARW  installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  associated  with 
Alternative  #1  and  as  required  during  all  construction  and  renovation  activities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #1,  additions  to  Hangars  662  and  665  are  proposed,  and  internal  renovations 
to  Building  679  are  proposed.  ACM  is  known  to  occur  in  Hangar  665  and  Building  679.  An 
LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  190  ARW  installation.  However,  Hangar  662  and 
665,  and  Building  669  were  constructed  prior  to  1978  and  therefore  may  contain  LBP.  Any 
structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP 
according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  All 
ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior  to  or  during  demolition  in  accordance 
with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be  managed  and  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  (TSCA),  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(OSHA)  regulations,  Kansas  requirements  (regarding  site  work  practices  for  buildings  with 
LBP),  and  established  ANG  procedures.  Materials,  especially  discarded  oil  products,  would  be 
screened  for  PCB  contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 1 .9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft,  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs.  Additionally,  the  two  aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their 
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maintenance  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #1,  the  total  number  of  flying 
hours  for  the  190  ARW  would  increase  approximately  65  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste 
streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  However,  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  streams  is  supportable  by  the  current 
infrastructure  at  the  installation.  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily 
rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Plan  and  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no 
changes  to  the  installation’s  small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to 
the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations. 

4. 1 .9.3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  accordance  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  construction, 
modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  can  occur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Accordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  consider  a  compatible  land  use  based  on  current  site  conditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cycle  costs  to  include  those  associated  with  impacts  from  existing  contaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  contamination  at  the  proposed  construction  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
locating  construction  projects  in  areas  with  contamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  necessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  accomplishing  environmental  impact 
analysis  process  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  conditions 
and  their  associated  cost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  facility  assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and 
site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Eiability  Act  (CERCEA)  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance 
with  applicable  state  laws  for  suspected  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project 
generates  actions  to  address  contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated 
actions  to  address  contamination,  the  costs  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration 
Account-eligible  and  shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  construction  project.  This  includes  the 
handling,  mitigation,  and  disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or 
during  the  construction  activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  encountered  within  the  construction 
project  footprint  during  the  execution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
construction  project  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  military 
construction  (MIECON)  funds  reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction 
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contractor  costs  (such  as  direct  delay  costs  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  ineidental  to 
discovery  and  removal  of  the  contamination  will  be  eonstruction  project  funded  to  the  extent  that 
the  government  is  responsible  and  liable  for  sueh  costs. 

Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  chemicals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  structures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  complete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physieal  properties,  volatile 
chemicals  can  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  located  near 
zones  of  subsurface  eontamination. 

One  site,  ERP  Site  8,  overlaps  with  a  portion  of  the  proposed  renovation  of  the  existing  pervious 
surfaees  on  the  parking  apron  (Figure  4. 1.9-1).  This  site  is  closed  and  monitoring  eonducted 
during  1990-1993  was  eompleted  with  no  contaminants  reported  above  detection  limits; 
therefore,  it  is  not  expected  to  pose  a  vapor  intrusion  coneem.  However,  it  is  reeommended  that 
a  vapor  intrusion  analysis/testing  is  eompleted  prior  to  construction  to  investigate  any  potential 
coneern.  If  testing  indieates  a  vapor  intrusion  eoneern,  the  installation  would  implement 
practices  in  aecordance  with  site-speeifie  vapor  mitigation  design  considerations. 

If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  encountered  during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construction  activities,  work  would  eease  until  190  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  aetion  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affeeted.  Also,  prior  to  construetion  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  eontamination 
so  that  they  can  inform  their  employees  in  advance  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
preeautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  eontamination.  The 
eonstruetion  eontraetors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

4. 1.9. 4  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  EBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  construction 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expected 
impaet  from  ERP  sites,  as  the  ERP  site  that  overlaps  proposed  eonstruetion  is  closed.  However, 
if  contaminated  media  were  encountered  during  the  eourse  of  site  preparation  or  site 
development,  work  would  cease  until  190  ARW  Program  Managers  establish  an  appropriate 
course  of  aetion  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that  federal  and  state  ageney  notification 
requirements  are  met.  Impaets  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 
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4,1,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #1,  construction  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Forbes  Field  Airport.  Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  at 
the  190  ARW  installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short¬ 
term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting 
from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  190  ARW.  Currently,  the  190  ARW  is  authorized  1,242  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #1,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  194  military  positions  (increase  in 
212  full-time  positions  and  reduction  of  18  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table  2.3-6). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  264  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.1 
percent  of  Shawnee  County  population.  Of  the  264  family  members,  approximately  114  would 
be  anticipated  to  be  of  school  age.  The  students  entering  the  local  schools  would  be  expected  to 
be  enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within  Shawnee  County.  It  is  anticipated 
that  there  is  enough  capacity  within  the  schools  in  Shawnee  County  to  absorb  this  minimal 
increase  in  school  age  children. 

An  increase  in  194  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 
16  percent  to  the  existing  190  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  212  additional 
full-time  personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately  $16 
million  for  full-time  employees. 

All  190  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on- installation  housing.  A 
conservative  scenario  would  result  in  194  homes  purchased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel 
relocate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.2  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in 
Shawnee  County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own 
homes. 

4.1.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 
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4.1.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.1.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Under  Alternative  #1,  there  would  be  no  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low- 
income  populations,  located  within  the  vieinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
above.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income 
populations  in  the  vieinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport. 

4.1.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  faeilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  eneountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  are  no  off-installation  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  that  are  exposed  to 
65  dB  DNL  or  above.  Under  Alternative  #1  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through  Grade 
12  schools  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or  above.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #1  there  would  be  no 
special  health  or  safety  risks  to  ehildren. 

4.1.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Given  that  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  would  be  reduced,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  and  no  additional 
sehools  loeated  within  the  vieinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or  above;  thus, 
there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vieinity 
of  Forbes  Field  Airport.  In  addition,  there  would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 
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4.2  Alternative  #2  ~  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

4.2.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #2  are  considered  and  compared  with  baseline  conditions  to  assess  potential  impacts. 
Details  of  the  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  this  alternative  were  generated  using  the  NOISEMAP  computer 
model  and  represent  the  most  current  noise  data  available  for  establishing  baseline  conditions 
and  for  which  to  analyze  changes  to  the  noise  environment  in  the  McGuire  Field  ROI.  The  DNL 
noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #2  were  also  generated  using  NOISEMAP 
through  the  removal  of  all  KC-135  operations  and  the  insertion  of  the  proposed  KC-46A 
operations  using  the  substitute  KC-46A  noise  data  and  flight  profile  data  provided  by  AFCEC 
and  applying  the  data  to  the  current  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures. 

4.2. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #2,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  JB  MDL,  replacing  the  current  8  KC-135 
aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the  airfield  and 
KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks,  altitude  profdes) 
currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue  to 
practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or  descends  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews  for  operations  in 
forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not  controlled  by  friendly 
forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is  currently  being  flown  with 
the  KC-135.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns, 
including  tactical  procedures;  however,  most  tactical  procedures  would  be  accomplished  in  the 
simulator  or  at  other  locations  away  from  JB  MDL.  The  percentage  of  aircraft  operations 
occurring  during  the  night  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  would  decrease  from  that  in  the  baseline 
conditions.  Under  Alternative  #2,  JB  MDL  would  have  an  increase  in  flying  hours  generating  an 
increase  in  KC-46A  airfield  operations. 

Following  the  aircraft  beddown  under  Alternative  #2,  the  108  WG  would  have  an  increase  in 
total  flying  hours  resulting  in  1,508  sorties  being  flown  at  McGuire  Field.  This  would  be  an 
increase  of  81  percent  over  the  baseline  834  sorties  identified  in  the  McGuire  Field  Noise  Study 
(it  is  assumed  that  the  same  percentage  of  the  sorties  found  under  current  baseline  conditions 
would  be  flown  at  McGuire  Field  under  this  alternative)  (JB  MDL  2013a).  Based  on  1,508 
annual  home-station  sorties  and  an  average  of  1 1.68  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  17,608 
annual  home-station  operations,  or  an  additional  9,268  airfield  operations  annually  at  McGuire 
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Field  (an  increase  of  111  percent  for  the  108  WG,  and  15  percent  increase  in  total  JB  MDL 
annual  operations)  (Table  4.2. 1-1).  This  would  increase  the  average  daily  airfield  operations 
from  23  to  48.  The  108  WG  KC-46A  operations  would  be  approximately  24  percent  of  all 
aircraft  operations  at  the  airfield. 


All  operations  would  remain  as  described  under  existing  conditions  (with  the  exception  of  a 
decrease  in  published  night  operations  [JB  MDL  2013a]);  however,  the  KC-135  would  be 
replaced  by  the  KC-46A.  There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns  and 
tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be  followed 
as  documented  in  Section  3. 2. 1.4. 


Table  4,2, 1-1,  McGuire  Field  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

KC-46A 

8,047 

764 

7,863 

934 

15,910 

1,698 

17,608 

Other  Aircraft^ 

18,803 

8,316 

15,855 

11,293 

34,658 

19,609 

54,267 

Total 

26,850 

9,080 

23,718 

12,227 

50,568 

21,307 

71,875 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  Based  aircraft  and  Transient  Aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  KC-10,  C-17,  and  C-32. 


KC-135  aircraft  operations  per  average  annual  day  (arrivals  and  departures  [2.28]  and  closed 
patterns  [9.14])  would  increase  with  the  KC-46A  to  11.6  arrivals  and  departures  and  12.5  closed 
patterns/day.  There  would  be  approximately  10  percent  of  the  KC-46A  airfield  operations  flown 
during  environmental  night.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  JB 
MDL  would  not  change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change 
to  any  other  aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition. 

Figure  4.2. 1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion  from 
the  current  8  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.2. 1-2  compares  baseline  noise 
contours  with  Alternative  #2  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all  current  based 
and  transient  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  2012  JB  MDL  noise  update.  Table  4.2. 1-2  shows 
changes  to  the  acreage  of  land  within  each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #2. 


Table  4,2, 1-2,  Land  Areas  witbin  DNL  Contours  at  JB  MDL  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #2 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #2  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dB  DNL) 

On  Base 

Off  Base 

Total 

On  Base 

Off  Base 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

1,375 

311 

1,686 

1,943 

661 

2,604 

918 

70-75 

1,186 

21 

1,207 

1,636 

90 

1,726 

519 

75-80 

370 

0 

370 

655 

0 

655 

285 

80-85 

222 

0 

222 

253 

0 

253 

31 

>85 

76 

0 

76 

154 

0 

154 

78 

Total 

3,229 

332 

3,561 

4,641 

751 

5,392 

1,831 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 
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Under  Alternative  #2,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  expand  slightly  in  all  directions  from  the 
baseline  DNL  noise  contours.  Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and 
greater  exposure  area  would  increase  by  approximately  1,831  acres,  or  51  percent,  but  would 
remain  primarily  on  McGuire  Field  with  approximately  751  of  these  acres  off  the  base  property 
(an  increase  of  419  acres  off  base).  Information  regarding  number  of  people  residing  in  this  area 
can  be  found  in  Section  4.2.11,  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children',  and 
information  regarding  the  area  of  residential  use  is  located  in  Section  4.2.7,  Land  Use. 

Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #2  would 
increase  slightly  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  would  be  an  expected  48  additional 
individuals  living  in  residences  exposed  to  levels  above  a  DNL  of  65  dB. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1-1  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEL  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while 
take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #2,  flights  would  be 
scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with 
less  than  10  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7 
a.m.). 

Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.2. 1-2,  there  is  no  property  off  the  JB  MDE  that  falls  within  the  80+  dB 
DNE  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with  these 
areas.  In  addition,  the  on-base  housing  area  lies  outside  of  the  65  dB  DNL  contour;  therefore, 
there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with  these  areas. 

4. 2. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  temporary  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with 
construction  activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning 
EY  2015).  Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from 
the  source  (EHWA  2006)  (see  Appendix  C,  Noise,  Section  A.  1.2. 2).  Aviation-related  activities 
at  JB  MDE  dominate  the  local  noise  environment.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility 
construction  would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield 
and  would  be  only  temporary.  Therefore,  impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #2  would 
be  negligible. 
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4.2. 1 .3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  would  inerease  by  9,268  (111  pereent  inerease  in  108 
WG  operations,  15  pereent  inerease  in  total  airfield  operations),  and  the  aereage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise  eontour  would  inerease  by  1,831  aeres.  Of  this  inerease  in  aereage,  419 
aeres  would  be  off  DoD-eontrolled  property.  There  would  be  no  potential  for  hearing  loss  off 
the  airport  and  only  a  slight  inerease  in  the  pereent  of  the  population  highly  annoyed. 
Construetion  noise  would  be  loealized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise 
environment.  Impaets  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,2.2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruetion  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  108  WG 
installation.  The  estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in 
emissions  between  existing  aireraft  operations  and  projeeted  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
JB  MDL  were  reviewed  for  signifioanee  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major  sourees  for 
attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  nonattainment 
pollutants.  Beeause  the  projeet  region  within  Burlington  and  Oeean  eounties  are  part  of  the 
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantie  City  nonattainment  area  for  O3  (marginal  nonattainment),  and 
is  a  maintenanee  area  for  PM2.5  and  CO,  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3  preeursors 
NOx  and  VOCs,  PM2.5,  and  CO  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential  signifieanee  of  the 
emissions  from  the  KC-46A  eonversion.  For  attainment  pollutants  PMio  and  SO2,  the  PSD 
threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for  GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential 
signifieanee  of  the  emissions  from  Alternative  #2. 

4.2.2. 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sourees  assoeiated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  the  108  WG  installation 
inelude  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenanee/testing  of  aireraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite 
POV  eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  ineluding  non-road  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  souree  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  ealeulate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Eaetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  eurrently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  (AECEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aireraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  oeeur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typieal  depth  of  the  atmospherie  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aireraft  emissions  would  affeet  ground-level  pollutant  eoneentrations. 
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Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  total  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using  emission 
factors  for  vehicles  from  AFCEC  2013. 

Table  4.2.2- 1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  108  WG  installation.  Table  4.2.2- 1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  JB  MDE.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 2.2-1,  the 
net  emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  except  NOx. 
Emissions  of  NOx  would  exceed  the  de  minimis  threshold,  and  this  alternative  would  therefore 
require  a  Conformity  Determination  under  the  General  Conformity  Rule  (Appendix  F). 

The  ANG  has  prepared  a  Draft  Conformity  Determination  that  demonstrates  that  emissions 
associated  with  Alternative  #2  would  be  within  the  SIP  NOx  emissions  budget  for  McGuire  AFB 
(now  JB  MDE),  should  this  alternative  be  selected.  The  ANG  is  coordinating  with  the  NJDEP 
regarding  the  2011  SIP  emissions  budget  and  the  proposed  increase  in  NOx  emissions  associated 
with  Alternative  #2  to  ensure  that  the  2011  budget  is  still  effective.  If  Alternative  #2  is  selected, 
it  is  anticipated  that  the  ANG  will  obtain  an  affirmative  General  Conformity  Determination  prior 
to  signing  of  the  ROD. 


Table  4,2,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 

108  WG  Installation 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

1A3 

0.39 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.07 

0.21 

0.12 

Total 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

7.59 

0.61 

0.53 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

26.19 

100.37 

294.03 

17.32 

1.13 

0.96 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.17 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.17 

0.02 

0.01 

POVs 

4.75 

126.34 

3.97 

0.09 

0.22 

0.12 

Total 

32.48 

231.97 

299.54 

17.58 

1.38 

1.11 

Net  Increase 

24.01 

70.19 

210.36 

9.99 

0.77 

0.58 

MOB  2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

2.83 

0.43 

2.36 

1.32 

1.26 

1.09 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

250 

250 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
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In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  under  Alternative 
#2  would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  aetivities  would  result  in  a  net 
inerease  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  ton  per  year. 


Table  4.2. 2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  JB  MDL,  along  with  the  net  inerease  in  eomparison  with  the  baseline.  As  shown  in 
Table  4.2. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 

Table  4,2,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  108  WG 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

20,450 

0.57 

0.64 

20,659 

AGE 

2,134 

0.06 

0.07 

2,157 

Engine  Tests 

231 

0.01 

0.01 

239 

POVs 

3,543 

0.00 

0.00 

3,543 

Total 

26,363 

0.63 

0.71 

26,597 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

47,195 

1.25 

1.41 

47,657 

AGE 

3,859 

0.11 

0.12 

3,900 

Engine  Tests 

459 

0.01 

0.01 

464 

POVs 

4,359 

0.00 

0.00 

4,359 

Total 

55,872 

1.37 

1.54 

56,379 

Net  Increase 

29,509 

0.74 

0.83 

29,782 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE 
=  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4.2. 2.2  Construetion  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  JB  MDL  would  require  eonstruetion  and  renovation  of  existing  airfield 
faeilities,  ineluding  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality  impaets  resulting  from 
the  proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  would  oecur  from  (1)  eombustion  emissions  from  heavy 
equipment  and  vehieles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation  of  equipment  on 
exposed  soil.  Table  4. 2.2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  eonstruetion  emissions  for  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at  JB  MDL.  As  shown  in  Table  4.2.2-3,  emissions  would  be 
below  the  PSD/tie  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 


Lor  eonstruetion  emissions  the  projeet  option  with  the  greatest  potential  to  emit  was  used  in  the 
analysis  (see  Table  2.3-1 1). 
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Table  4,2,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #2 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NO, 

VOC 

SO, 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

Total  CO 2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3333 

1.43 

2.28 

0.40 

0.04 

111 

1.77 

762.34 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

1.46 

2.32 

0.41 

0.04 

2.32 

1.80 

775.72 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Hangar  3322 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  -  New  Simulator  Building 

0.54 

0.85 

0.15 

0.02 

0.71 

0.63 

285.47 

Project  #5  -  Modifications  to  Existing 
Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

4.28 

10.18 

1.06 

0.51 

6.15 

3.00 

2,529.83 

Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel 

Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing 
Hydrants 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3.88 

Total  Option  1 

8.01 

16.11 

2.08 

0.62 

11.48 

7.23 

4,479.82 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

250 

250 

100 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


4.2. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  108  WG  installation  is  in  a  nonattainment  area  for  O3  (marginal  nonattainment),  and 
maintenance  area  for  CO  and  PM2.5,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  de  minimis  thresholds.  Impacts 
from  proposed  operational  emissions  would  be  less  than  signifieant  for  all  eriteria  pollutants, 
except  NOx,  which  would  be  above  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy.  A  conformity 
determination  must  be  prepared.  Operational  GHG  emissions  are  within  thresholds  in  the  PSD 
tailoring  rule.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational  HAP  emissions  are 
negligible. 

The  ANG  has  prepared  a  Draft  Conformity  Determination  that  demonstrates  that  emissions 
assoeiated  with  Alternative  #2  would  be  within  the  2011  SIP  NOx  emissions  budget  for  McGuire 
AFB  (JB  MDL),  should  this  alternative  be  selected.  The  ANG  is  coordinating  with  the  NJDEP 
regarding  the  2011  SIP  emissions  budget  and  the  proposed  increase  in  NOx  emissions  associated 
with  Alternative  #2  to  ensure  that  the  2011  budget  is  still  effeetive.  If  Alternative  #2  is  seleeted, 
it  is  anticipated  that  the  ANG  will  obtain  an  affirmative  General  Conformity  Determination  prior 
to  signing  of  the  ROD. 

4.2.3  Safety 

4.2.3. 1  Ground  Safety 

Existing  facilities  at  McGuire  Eield  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A  beddown 
requirements  (JB  MDE  2013b). 
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Proposed  renovation  and  infrastrueture  improvement  projeets  related  to  this  alternative  would 
not  penetrate  any  APZs  or  impaet  aireraft  take-off  or  landings  (JB  MDL  2013b).  New 
construetion  and  building  renovation  aetivity  would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety  risk  or 
obstruetions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as  those  that 
have  historieally  oecurred  at  JB  MDL.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow  established  loeal 
approaeh  and  departure  patterns.  Therefore,  flight  aetivity  and  subsequent  operations  would  not 
require  changes  to  APZs.  Planned  construction  at  JB  MDL  would  be  sited  to  be  in  compliance 
with  the  current  QD  arcs  and  no  unauthorized  construction  would  occur  within  the  proposed  QD 
arcs.  None  of  the  construction  or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  QD  arcs.  Per 
AFMAN  91-201,  Explosive  Safety  Standards,  there  would  be  no  public  transportation  route  or 
inhabited  building  located  within  the  proposed  QD  arcs.  No  explosives  would  be  handled  during 
construction  or  demolition  activities.  Therefore,  no  additional  risk  would  be  expected  as  a  result 
of  implementation  of  this  alternative. 

To  support  the  aircraft  beddown  at  JB  MDL,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures,  including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 2. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
have  been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in 
service  (Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft 
losses  (similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 
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Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affeet  navigable  airspaee,  JB  MDL  would  eomply 
with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate,  should  they  be 
seleeted  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  ineludes  all  faeets  of  flight  operations  and  eomprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
eomputer  programs  are  eommensurate  with  the  advaneements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistie.  These  factors  should  minimize  risk  assoeiated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  an  inerease  of  approximately  111  pereent  108  WG 
operations  (15  pereent  in  total  JB  MDL  airfield  operations)  for  the  Proposed  Aetion  eompared  to 
existing  conditions.  This  increase  in  take-offs,  landings,  profieiency  training,  and  other  flights 
would  result  in  a  eommensurate  inerease  in  the  safety  risk  to  airerews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  inerease  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  inerease  the  opportunity 
for  aireraft  mishaps,  ineluding  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expeeted  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expeeted  to  change  from  current  eonditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
eommereial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates,  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  teehnologieal 
improvements  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  have  a  similar  safety  record.  In  addition, 
current  airfield  safety  proeedures  discussed  previously  would  eontinue  to  be  implemented  and 
additional  airfield  flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  proeedures  (JB  MDL 
2010). 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aireraft  aeeident  or  BASH  mishap  to  oeeur  in  the  loeal  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  eivilians  to  be  impaeted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vieinity  of  JB 
MDL  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #2  are  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  eapability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dietates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
offieer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergeney  situations.  Reeords  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  sueh  eireumstanees  are  rare,  oeeurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  eapability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
eapability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  whieh  eould  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  eertain  eireumstanees.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  eostly 
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inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4.2. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  111  percent  increase  in  actual  108  WG  airfield  operations  (15  percent  in  total 
airfield  operations)  at  JB  MDL  with  a  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and  BASH  potential. 
Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures  would 
further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities.  Impacts  to 
safety  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

4.2,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.2.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #2,  new  construction  would  consist  of  six  separate  projects  resulting  in  up  to 
204,009  SF  (4.7  acres)  of  new  construction  footprint  and  up  to  104,884  SF  (2.4  acres)  of  new 
impervious  surface.  There  are  two  construction  scenarios  for  the  aircraft  conversion  under 
consideration;  only  one  of  these  options  would  be  implemented.  The  total  construction  footprint 
analyzed  represents  the  largest  possible  footprint  of  each  of  the  options  (Table  2.3-11).  These 
proposed  construction  projects  would  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #2  would  occur  primarily  on  Adelphia-Urban  land 
complex  (0  to  5  percent  slopes),  with  a  small  amount  (approximately  0.5  acre)  of  the  new 
construction  footprint  on  Sassafras  sandy  loam  and  Udorthents.  Adelphia-Urban  land  complex  is 
rated  by  the  NRCS  Web  Soil  Survey  as  somewhat  limited  for  small  commercial  building 
development  due  to  shrink-swell  potential  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  and  very  limited  for 
roadway  development  due  to  frost  action  and  depth  to  saturated  zone  (NRCS  2013).  In  addition. 
Sassafras  sandy  loam  (2  to  5  percent  slopes)  is  designated  as  Prime  Farmland  under  the 
Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act;  however,  only  3  percent  of  the  proposed  construction  footprint 
would  occur  on  this  soil  type.  The  proposed  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and 
the  surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development.  Pursuant  to  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  Act,  the  USAF  determined  that  the  land  is  not  farmland  subject  to  the  Farmland 
Protection  Policy  Act;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this 
alternative. 
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To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and 
sedimentation  during  construction  activity,  standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the 
108  WG  SWPPP  (USAF  School  of  Aerospace  Medicine  2010)  would  be  implemented  during 
and  following  the  construction  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the  use  of  well-maintained 
silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes, 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of  soil  stockpiles,  as 
appropriate.  A  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing 
activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is  an  effective  way  of 
controlling  erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  The  contractor 
would  also  submit  a  Burlington  County  Erosion  and  Sediment  Control  Plan  and  receive 
certification  of  the  plan  prior  to  commencing  site  work.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of 
New  Jersey  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  Construction  Activity  Stormwater  General  Permit 
(General  Permit  No.  NJ0088323)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects.  Construction 
activities  subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the  ground  such  as 
stockpiling  or  excavation.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate, 
would  ensure  that  impacts  to  earth  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2 
would  be  minimal. 

4. 2.4. 2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  a  maximum  of  104,884  SF  (2.4 
acres)  of  new  impervious  surface  from  the  proposed  construction  (Figure  4.2. 4-1).  This  could 
result  in  localized  increases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  increases  in 
total  suspended  particulates  to  nearby  surface  waters.  However,  in  accordance  with  FIFC  3-210- 
10,  FID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438,  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or 
permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  FID  design  concepts  incorporates 
site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development  runoff  rates  and 
volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  increases  in  impervious 
surface  area. 

Increased  runoff  and  peak  discharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  increases  to  impervious  surface  can 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  conveyance  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
culverts)  in  accordance  with  site-specific  engineering  standards  that  take  into  consideration  the 
influence  of  surface  water  drainage  within,  adjacent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  project.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surface  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  project 
would  avoid  or  minimize  conflicts  with  city,  county,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affecting  adjacent  properties  and/or  the  project  area  itself  Such  measures  could 
include; 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
4-42  Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

JBMDL 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

JBMDL 


4-43 


Final  -  June  2014 


•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space, 

•  installation  of  detention  basins  for  water  recharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  discharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  such  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
construction,  and 

•  directing  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2  would  be  minimal. 

4.2. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #2,  the  increase  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  (2.4  acres)  would 
also  result  in  a  decrease  in  groundwater  recharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  increase  in 
surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  construction  practices  as  described  above.  The 
integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space  into  project  design  would  further 
minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  due  to  increased  impervious  surface.  The  use  of  these 
features  would  also  increase  groundwater  recharge  through  direct  percolation  offsetting  the  loss 
of  pervious  surface  due  to  future  construction.  Additionally,  the  impervious  surface  area 
resulting  from  the  proposed  activities  would  not  be  one  continuous,  hardened  surface.  Rather, 
the  impervious  surfaces  would  occupy  several  smaller  areas,  which  would  further  minimize 
localized  impacts  to  groundwater  recharge. 

4.2. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  construction  activities  at  the  installation  would  not  occur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  such,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4.2. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  approximately  4.7  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance  and  2.4  acres  of  new 
impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts 
associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  would  be 
implemented.  In  addition,  as  the  construction  is  for  national  defense  purposes  and  the 
surrounding  land  is  already  in  urban  development,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not 
apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impacts  to  soil  and  water  resources  would  be  negligible. 
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4.2,5  Biological  Resources 

4.2.5. 1  Vegetation 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  Alternative  #2  at  the  108  WG  installation  would 
primarily  occur  on  currently  paved  areas  or  actively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landscaped) 
areas.  In  addition,  approximately  0.15  acre  (6,700  SF)  of  forest  on  the  108  WG  installation  (< 
0.001  percent  of  the  total  forested  area  on  JB  MDL)  would  be  removed  in  order  to  build  the  new 
simulator.  However,  this  forested  area  is  a  small  isolated  fragmented  parcel,  and  provides 
limited  quality  wildlife  habitat.  Alternative  #2  would  result  in  an  increase  of  104,884  SF  (2.4 
acres)  of  impervious  surfaces.  Impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  minor  due 
to  the  lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  area. 

4.2.5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #2,  minor  impacts  to  wildlife  would  occur  as  a  result  of  construction.  Noise 
and  human  activity  associated  with  construction  could  evoke  reactions  to  wildlife,  including 
those  that  are  protected  under  the  MBTA,  and  may  cause  them  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area. 
Disturbed  nests  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to 
abandonment  and  depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  108 
WG  installation  where  project  components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  human  activity  and 
elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft  and  general  military  industrial  use.  In  addition,  to  the 
extent  possible,  construction  would  not  occur  during  the  breeding  season  for  grassland  birds 
(April  15  to  July  31).  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  are  expected  to  be  minimal 
because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions  and  would 
be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of  the  proposed 
construction  and  modifications.  Additionally,  any  tree  clearing  would  be  performed  outside  the 
migratory  bird  breeding  season  (March  15  to  July  31)  to  avoid  any  impacts  to  migratory  birds. 

Under  Alternative  #2,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  proposed  operations  would  be  minor.  DNL 
noise  contours  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  from  baseline  with  the  conversion  to  the 
KC-46A  aircraft;  however,  these  noise  levels  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the 
area  because  they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  existing  aircraft  and 
military  operations.  Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard  associated  with 
military  aircraft  training.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  the  same  airfield 
environment  as  the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  108  WG  would  be  projected  to 
increase  by  approximately  111  percent  over  the  KC-135  baseline  operations  (15  percent  increase 
in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  airfield  operations  would  increase  the  potential  for 
bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  occur.  The  108  WG  has  developed  procedures  designed  to 
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minimize  the  oecurrence  of  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes,  and  has  doeumented  detailed  procedures 
to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  Adherence  to  the 
existing,  effective  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  (see 
Section  4.2.3,  Safety).  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some 
types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment. 
Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  increased  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspace. 

4.2. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  the  108  WG  installation  and  there  is 
only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  Six  state 
listed  species  have  been  observed  on  McGuire  Field.  Grassland  habitat  located  within  the 
potential  ramp  expansion  area  could  provide  habitat  for  these  species.  However,  to  the  extent 
possible,  construction  would  not  occur  during  the  breeding  season  for  grassland  birds  (March  15 
to  July  31).  Operational  noise  levels  under  Alternative  #2  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly 
from  baseline  with  the  conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  flying 
profdes  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program  would  not  change.  As  shown  in 
Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs,  indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual 
landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the 
KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #2,  only  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  would  change;  there 
would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft  operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled 
for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with 
approximately  4  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and 
before  7  a.m.).  An  additional  419  acres  of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to 
DNE  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  However,  since  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are 
relatively  high  under  existing  conditions,  the  Proposed  Action  under  Alternative  #2  would  be 
unlikely  to  substantially  increase  enough  to  preclude  wildlife  from  utilizing  the  area  as  they 
currently  do.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  effect  to  federally  listed  species  and  impacts  to  state 
listed  species  would  be  minor  under  Alternative  #2.  The  USEWS  New  Jersey  Eield  Office  sent 
an  e-mail  on  September  27,  2013  stating  that  they  have  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action. 

4.2. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #2. 
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4.2. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  vegetation  under  this  alternative  would  be  minor  due  to  the  laek  of  sensitive 
vegetation  in  the  project  area.  There  would  be  no  impaets  to  wetlands.  Impaets  to  wildlife  from 
operational  noise  would  be  expeeted  to  be  minor  due  to  the  slight  inerease  in  noise  and  the 
temporary  nature  of  construction.  A  111  percent  inerease  in  108  WG  (15  pereent  inerease  in 
total)  airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  inereased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aireraft 
strikes  to  oecur,  ineluding  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  listed  species  or  eritieal 
habitat  is  known  to  oeeur  on  MeGuire  Field;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  impaets  to  federally 
listed  species.  Six  state  listed  species  have  been  observed  on  MeGuire  Field.  Impaets  to  state 
listed  speeies  would  be  minor. 

4,2,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  impaets  to  eultural  resourees  examined  in  this  analysis  inelude  effeets  to  arehaeologieal 
sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  eonstruetion  or  modifieation  to  buildings. 
Indireet  impaets  that  would  eome  from  an  inerease  in  personnel  from  1,329  to  1,616  neeessary 
for  the  KC-46A  beddown  would  be  negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  eonfmed  to  the 
developed  areas  on  the  installation,  whieh  laek  eultural  resourees. 

4.2.6. 1  Arehaeologieal  Resourees 

The  area  of  MeGuire  Field  was  oeeupied  during  the  late  eighteenth  through  early  twentieth 
eentury  by  rural  homesteads  outlying  the  nearby  towns  sueh  as  Pointville  and  Wrightstown. 
Both  Texas  Avenue  and  MeGuire  Road  lie  on  the  alignment  of  historie  roads  known  to  have 
been  used  as  through  routes  during  the  nineteenth  eentury.  However,  military  development  of 
Camp  Dix  Army  Airfield  in  the  early  twentieth  eentury,  as  well  as  Rudd  Field  and  MeGuire  Air 
Force  Base  during  the  mid  to  late  twentieth  eentury,  led  to  large  seale  disturbanee  of  previously 
oeeupied  historic  landscapes.  Nonetheless,  there  are  poekets  of  historie  arehaeologieal  resources 
extant  within  the  installation  boundaries  ineluding  the  three  NRHP  eligible  sites  mentioned  in 
Seetion  3.2.6.  None  of  these  sites  are  within  the  area  of  potential  disturbance  for  Alternative  #2. 
A  small  amount  of  eonstruetion  (0.15  aere)  for  a  new  simulator  building  off  of  Broidy  Road 
would  oeeur  in  a  stand  of  trees  near  this  developed  area.  This  area  was  the  loeation  of  barraeks 
in  the  1940s  and  1950s  and  likely  has  some  buried  foundations  dating  to  that  period.  However, 
those  barracks  remains  are  not  considered  eligible  to  the  NRHP  (Duryee  2013).  Therefore,  based 
on  previous  arehaeologieal  surveys  at  MeGuire  Field  and  the  historie  land  use  patterns  of  the 
installation,  the  area  of  proposed  eonstruetion  does  not  eontain  any  known  NRHP-eligible  sites 
and  this  area  is  eonsidered  to  have  a  low  potential  for  eontaining  buried  arehaeologieal  materials 
(87*  Civil  Engineering  Squadron  2013).  In  the  unlikely  event  that  arehaeologieal  or  human 
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remains  are  identified  during  construction,  all  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  would  cease 
and  the  JB  MDL  Cultural  Resources  Manager  would  be  immediately  contacted  for  further 
instruction.  Because  the  108  WG  installation  has  been  inventoried  for  archaeological  resources 
and  no  such  resources  were  encountered  within  the  area  of  disturbance  of  Alternative  #2,  there 
would  be  no  impacts  to  archaeological  resources  (prehistoric  or  historic)  under  Alternative  #2. 
The  New  Jersey  SHPO  has  concurred  that  there  would  be  no  historic  properties  affected  under 
Alternative  #2  (Saunders  2013). 

4. 2. 6. 2  Architectural  Resources 

Alternative  #2  would  include  additions  to  Hangars  3333  and  3336  and  interior  renovations  to 
Hangar  3322.  Hangars  3333  and  3336  were  built  in  the  late  1990s  and  are  not  historic;  therefore, 
they  are  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP  as  they  are  not  yet  50  years  old  and  they  do  not  meet  criterion 
G  for  exceptional  significance  under  the  Cold  War  or  any  other  event.  Hangar  3322,  built  in 
1957,  was  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  in  2013  and  determined  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
NRHP  (JB  MDL  2013d).  The  New  Jersey  SHPO  concurred  that  there  would  be  no  historic 
properties  affected  under  the  proposed  action  and  that  Section  106  consultation  was  complete 
(see  Saunders  2013  in  Appendix  B3).  Therefore,  based  on  current  information,  there  would  be 
no  adverse  impact  to  Hangars  3333,  3336,  and  3322  under  Alternative  #2. 

4. 2. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  108  WG  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  much  of  the  installation,  it  is  considered  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional 
resources  located  at  the  108  WG.  Government-to-govemment  consultation  for  this  action  has 
been  conducted  with  the  Delaware  Nation  and  the  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians  in  recognition  of 
their  status  as  sovereign  nations.  This  consultation  also  provides  information  regarding  tribal 
concerns  per  Section  106  of  the  NRHP  and  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be 
present  on  or  near  the  installation.  The  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians  sent  a  response  on  October  4, 
2013  stating  that  their  review  indicated  no  religious  or  culturally  significant  sites  in  the  area  and 
that  they  have  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Obermeyer  2013  in  Appendix  B2).  The 
Delaware  Nation  stated  via  telephone  on  April  3,  2014  that  they  had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed 
Action.  The  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  tribes  and  will  continue  to  seek 
opportunities  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known/potential  interest  to  tribes. 

4.2. 6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  be  primarily  limited  to  the 
developed  areas  of  the  installation  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements. 
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where  no  arehaeological  resources  are  known.  A  small  amount  of  construction  (0.15  acre)  for  a 
new  simulator  building  off  of  Broidy  Road  would  occur  in  a  stand  of  trees  near  this  developed 
area.  This  area  was  the  location  of  barracks  in  the  1940s  and  1950s  and  likely  has  some  buried 
foundations  dating  to  that  period.  However,  those  barracks  remains  are  not  considered  eligible  to 
the  NRHP  (Duryee  2013).  Therefore,  based  on  previous  archaeological  surveys  and  historic  land 
use  patterns  at  McGuire  Field,  the  area  of  proposed  construction  does  not  contain  any  known 
NRHP-eligible  archaeological  sites  and  is  considered  to  have  a  low  potential  for  containing 
buried  archaeological  materials.  The  New  Jersey  SHPO  has  concurred  that  there  would  be  no 
historic  properties  affected  under  Alternative  #2.  No  traditional  resources  have  been  identified. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated  at  the  108  WG  installation  under 
Alternative  #2. 

4,2.7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #2  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4.2.7- 1  and  Figure  4.2.7- 1,  areas  outside  of  JB  MDL  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNLs  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  increase  by  approximately  350  acres,  overall.  By 
zoning  districts.  Recreation  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  increase  by 
approximately  6  acres.  Agricultural  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  213  acres; 
Commercial  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  7  acres.  Residential  areas  would  increase  by 
approximately  2  acres.  Open  Space  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  109  acres,  and  non- 
designated  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  13  acres.  Areas  outside  of  the  airport 
boundaries  currently  exposed  to  DNL  of  70  dB  to  75  dB  would  increase  by  approximately  69 
acres,  overall.  By  zoning  districts.  Recreation,  Commercial,  and  other  non-designated  areas 
affected  by  DNL  of  70  dB  to  75  dB  would  remain  approximately  the  same;  Agricultural  areas 
would  increase  by  approximately  5 1  acres;  Residential  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  6 
acres,  and  Open  Space  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  1 1  acres. 
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Table  4,2,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 


McGuire  Field  Boundary 


65  dB  TO  70  dB  DNL 

70  dB  TO  75  dB  DNL 

Land  Use 

Baseline 

(acres) 

Proposed 

(acres) 

Change 

(acres) 

Baseline 

(acres) 

Proposed 

(acres) 

Change 

(acres) 

Total  Change 
(acres) 

Recreation 

<1 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

6 

Agricultural 

214 

427 

213 

10 

61 

51 

264 

Commercial 

2 

9 

7 

0 

<1 

<1 

7 

Residential 

13 

15 

2 

7 

13 

6 

8 

Open  Space 

73 

182 

109 

4 

16 

11 

119 

Non-designated 

9 

22 

13 

0 

<1 

<1 

13 

Total  Area 

311 

661 

350 

21 

90 

69 

419 
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Agricultural  areas  would  be  most  likely  to  be  exposed  to  inereases  in  noise  levels,  but  those 
levels  (60-75  dB  DNL)  would  remain  compatible  as  per  FICUN  standards  (Appendix  A,  Section 
A. 7).  An  additional  8  acres  of  residential  use  areas  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  above  65  dB, 
levels  considered  incompatible  as  per  FICLTN  standards.  With  the  exception  of  residences 
associated  with  48  additional  people,  no  churehes,  sehools,  or  other  known  noise  sensitive 
receptors  would  be  loeated  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour.  The  minimal  inerease  in 
ineompatible  noise  levels  would  result  in  minor  impacts  to  land  use.  A  more  detailed  diseussion 
of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  can  be  found  in  Section  4.2.1,  Noise. 

4.2.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  total  annual  airfield  operations  would  increase  by  9,268  (15  percent),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  off  DoD-controlled  property  would 
increase  by  419  aeres.  An  additional  8  aeres  of  residential  use  areas  would  be  exposed  to  DNL 
greater  than  65  dB.  Current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  would  not  ehange  due  to  the 
basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would  result  in  minor  adverse  impacts  due  to  an  increase 
in  off-airport  areas  (including  residential  areas)  exposed  to  noise  levels  between  65  dB  and  75 
dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affected. 

4,2,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.2.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #2  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  255  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
eontrol  dust)  eould  also  inerease  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expeeted  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 2. 8. 2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  255 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  faeilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 
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4.2. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  up  to  204,009  SF  (4.7  aeres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee 
as  a  result  of  proposed  eonstruetion.  The  proposed  eonstruetion  activities  could  temporarily 
impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.2.4,  Soils  and  Water)-,  however,  through 
implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices  (as  described  previously), 
preventative  maintenance,  and  periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to  stormwater, 
especially  during  active  construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected  to  the  existing 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

In  addition,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  up  to  104,884  SF  (2.4  acres)  of  new  impervious 
surface.  The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaces  would  potentially  increase  stormwater  runoff 
volume  and  peak  discharge  rates;  however,  as  discussed  in  further  detail  in  Section  4.2.4,  Soils 
and  Water,  stormwater  runoff  increases  would  be  managed  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site 
post-construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC 
3-210-10  and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts 
to  the  stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #2  would  be 
minimal. 

4.2. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  Alternative  #2 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  EEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #2  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 
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4.2. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  204,009 
SF  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  104,884  SF  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
proposed  renovations  at  JB  MDL  would  generate  2,405,266  pounds  (1,203  tons)  of  renovation 
debris  requiring  landfdl  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  JB  MDL  would  generate 
455,197  pounds  (228  tons)  of  construction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the  total  amount  of 
construction  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  JB  MDL  would  be  1,431  tons. 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  The  Burlington  County  Resource  Recovery  Complex 
has  a  remaining  life  expectancy  of  5  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  360,000  tons  per  year 
(Burlington  County  2009).  The  1,507  tons  of  proposed  construction  debris  generated  at  JB  MDL 
would  represent  approximately  0.4  percent  of  the  yearly  capacity  of  the  landfill.  In  addition, 
Burlington  County  Resource  Recovery  Complex  has  room  for  expansion  to  meet  the  needs  for 
future  growth  (Burlington  County  2009).  Impacts  to  local  landfdls  would  not  be  expected  to 
exceed  the  permitted  throughput  or  contribute  significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  108  WG 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AEI  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4. 2. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however. 
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increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  oecurring  only  during  active  eonstruction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  255  under  Alternative 
#2  (see  Table  2.3-12).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  255  additional  one¬ 
way  vehiele  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  eaeh  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #2  would  add  an  additional  510  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
eonstruction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  aceess  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  loeated  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  inerease  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impaets  to  transportation  infrastructure 
would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #2. 

4.2. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impaets 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expeeted  sinee  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  faeilities  and  inereased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impacts 
to  infrastructure  resulting  from  construction  would  be  negligible  sinee  any  interruption  of  utility 
serviees  or  increase  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 

4,2,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 .2 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  activities  and  other  funetions 
would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aircraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typically  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aireraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  Alternative  #2. 

The  KC-46A  aireraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aireraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aireraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
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KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aireraft  and  is  expeeted  to  need  less  maintenanee 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  108  WG  would  increase  from 
3,687  to  8,040  (an  increase  of  118  percent);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances 
(e.g.,  fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from 
what  is  currently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  Additionally,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the 
quantity  of  fuel  used  during  construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline) 
would  be  required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  electricity  and 
lighting  as  conditions  warrant.  Procedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for 
the  108  WG  installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  associated  with 
Alternative  #2  and  as  required  during  all  construction  and  renovation  activities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #2,  additions  to  Hangars  3333  and  3336  are  proposed,  and  internal 
renovations  to  Hangar  3322  are  proposed.  An  asbestos  survey  was  performed  at  the  108  WG 
installation  in  2007.  According  to  the  2007  asbestos  report.  Hangar  3322  was  found  to  contain 
ACM  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic.  An  LBP  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  the  108 
WG  installation.  However,  Hangar  3322  was  constructed  prior  to  1978,  and  therefore  may 
contain  LBP.  Hangars  3333  and  3336  were  built  after  1978  and  therefore  are  assumed  to  contain 
no  LBP.  Any  structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for 
ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition 
activities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior  to  or  during  demolition  in 
accordance  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be  managed  and  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations.  State  of  New  Jersey  requirements  (regarding  site 
work  practices  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG  procedures.  Materials,  especially 
discarded  oil  products,  would  be  screened  for  PCB  contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 2. 9. 2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft,  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs.  Additionally,  the  two  aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their 
maintenance  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  total  number  of  flying 
hours  for  the  108  WG  would  increase  approximately  118  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste 
streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  However,  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  streams  is  supportable  by  the  current 
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infrastructure  at  the  installation.  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily 
rags,  ete.)  would  eontinue  to  be  managed  in  aeeordanee  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Plan  and  all  applieable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations.  Additionally,  no 
ehanges  to  the  installation’s  large  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expeeted  to  oeeur  due  to  the 
inerease  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aireraft  operations. 

4.2. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  aeeordanee  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  eonstruetion, 
modifieations  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  ean  oeeur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Aeeordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  eonsider  a  eompatible  land  use  based  on  eurrent  site  eonditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cyele  eosts  to  inelude  those  assoeiated  with  impaets  from  existing  eontaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  eontamination  at  the  proposed  eonstruetion  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
loeating  eonstruetion  projects  in  areas  with  eontamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  neeessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  aeeomplishing  environmental  impaet 
analysis  proeess  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  eonditions 
and  their  assoeiated  eost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  eonstruetion  projeet.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  aeeomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspeetions  undertaken  in  aeeordanee  with  the 
CERCEA  proeess,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  aeeordanee  with  applieable  state  laws  for 
suspeeted  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  eonstruetion  projeet  generates  aetions  to  address 
eontamination,  or  a  need  to  ehange  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  aetions  to  address 
contamination,  the  eosts  of  sueh  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Aeeount-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  eonstruetion  projeet.  This  ineludes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  eontamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  eonstruetion 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  eontamination  unexpeetedly  eneountered  within  the  eonstruetion 
project  footprint  during  the  exeeution  of  a  eonstruetion  projeet  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
eonstruetion  projeet  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MILCON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  eonstruetion  projeet.  Construetion  eontraetor  eosts  (sueh  as  direet 
delay  eosts  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  ineidental  to  diseovery  and  removal  of  the 
eontamination  will  be  eonstruetion  projeet  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  sueh  eosts. 
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Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  ehemieals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  struetures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  eomplete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physieal  properties,  volatile 
ehemieals  ean  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  loeated  near 
zones  of  subsurfaee  eontamination. 

One  of  the  ERP  Sites,  SS-39,  overlaps  with  a  portion  of  the  existing  fuel  hydrants  that  would  be 
eapped,  as  well  as  the  proposed  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  under  Alternative  #2  (Figure 
4.2. 9-1).  Remedial  investigation  is  on-going  with  this  site.  It  is  reeommended  that  a  vapor 
intrusion  analysis/testing  is  eompleted  prior  to  eonstruetion  to  investigate  any  potential  eoneem. 
If  testing  indieates  a  vapor  intrusion  eoneem,  the  installation  would  implement  praetiees  in 
aeeordanee  with  site-speeifie  vapor  mitigation  design  eonsiderations. 

If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  encountered  during  the  course  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  constmction  activities,  work  would  cease  until  108  WG  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  constmction  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  constmction  activities, 
the  constmction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  contamination 
so  they  can  inform  their  employees  in  advance  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
constmction  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

4.2. 9.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  EBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  scheduled  for  constmction 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expected 
impact  from  ERP  sites.  Impacts  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 
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4,2,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #2,  construetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  JB  MDL.  Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  at  the  108  WG 
installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short-term  economic 
benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting  from 
construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  minor  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  108  WG.  Currently,  the  108  WG  is  authorized  1,329  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #2,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  287  military  positions  (increase  in 
231  full-time  positions  and  an  increase  of  56  traditional  Guard  position)  (see  Table  2.3-12). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  390  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.09 
percent  of  Burlington  County  and  0.07  percent  of  Ocean  County  (assumes  100  percent  of 
increase  in  off-base  population  living  in  each  county).  Of  the  390  family  members, 
approximately  156  would  be  anticipated  to  be  of  school  age.  The  students  entering  the  local 
schools  would  be  expected  to  be  enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within 
Ocean  and  Burlington  counties.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  is  enough  capacity  within  the  schools 
in  these  counties  to  absorb  this  minimal  increase  in  school  age  children. 

An  increase  in  287  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 
21.6  percent  to  the  existing  108  WG  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  231  full-time 
personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  total  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately  $21 
million. 

While  there  is  housing  located  on  JB  MDL,  currently  all  108  WG  personnel  live  off-installation. 
Under  Alternative  #2,  there  is  ample  on-base  housing  to  accommodate  the  199  new  active 
associate  personnel  should  they  choose  to  live  on  base.  However,  currently  only  20  percent  of 
active  duty  personnel  live  on  base.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  that  approximately  20  percent  of  the 
199  proposed  active  associate  personnel  (approximately  40  individuals)  and  their  families  would 
live  on  base.  This  could  in  turn  result  in  approximately  247  personnel  living  off  the  installation 
and  purchasing  247  homes  as  personnel  relocate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.2 
percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in  Burlington  County  and  less  than  0.1  percent  of  Ocean 
County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own  homes  and 
personnel  would  most  likely  be  distributed  between  the  two  counties. 
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4.2.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

4,2,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.2.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

As  presented  in  Table  4.2.11-1,  of  the  roughly  128  persons  (48  more  than  baseline)  that  would 
be  affected  by  a  DNL  above  65  dB,  approximately  23  would  be  minority  (18  percent).  This  is  an 
increase  of  1 1  people,  or  3  percent,  of  minorities  affected.  The  number  of  low-income  persons 
affected  by  a  DNL  greater  than  65  dB  would  be  approximately  6  (an  increase  of  2  people  and 
less  than  1  percent).  Overall,  the  number  of  persons  affected  by  a  DNL  of  65  dB  and  greater 
would  increase  slightly  under  this  alternative,  and  the  increase  in  the  percentage  of  minority  and 
low-income  persons  affected  would  be  minor.  Therefore,  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income 
populations  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  would  not  be  significant  and  there  would  be  no 
disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations. 


Table  4,2,11-1,  Population  within  Alternative  #2  Noise  Contours,  JB  MDL^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

77 

14 

18 

4 

5 

70-75 

51 

9 

18 

2 

4 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

128 

23 

18 

6 

5 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 

2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Sources:  USCB  2010b  and  2011c. 


4.2.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off- installation  sehools  that  are  exposed  to 
a  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  there  is  one  child  development  center  located  within  the  65 
dB  contour.  Under  Alternative  #2  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12 
sehools  exposed  to  a  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  the  ehild  development  center  that  is 
eurrently  under  the  65  dB  contour  would  be  loeated  under  the  70  dB  contour. 
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4.2. 1 1 .3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Although  the  acreage  and  the  number  of  persons  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours  would 
increase  slightly  under  this  alternative,  the  percentage  of  minority  and  low-income  persons 
affected  would  remain  approximately  the  same  as  baseline,  and  no  additional  schools  would  be 
located  within  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus,  there  would  be 
no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  and  no  special  health  or 
safety  risks  to  children. 
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4,3  Alternative  #3  —  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.3.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #3  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  to  assess  potential  impacts 
at  Portsmouth  lAP.  Details  of  the  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix 
A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

DNL  noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #3  were  generated  using  INM.  Based 
KC-135  operations  were  removed  and  replaced  with  KC-46A  operations  using  the  B-767-300 
and  the  standard  flight  profde  data  provided  with  INM  as  substitute  data  and  applying  the  data  to 
the  current  based  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures  (INM  does  not  have  a 
standard  profile  or  noise  curve  data  for  the  KC-46A).  Using  the  standard  flight  profile  data 
provided  for  this  substitute  aircraft  in  INM  provides  an  accurate  analysis  of  noise  contour 
comparisons  that  would  be  expected  with  the  new  KC-46A.  Flight  profiles,  flight  tracks,  and 
operational  procedures  currently  being  used  by  the  KC-135  were  used  in  this  INM  program. 

4. 3. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #3,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Pease  ANGS,  replacing  the  current  8 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield  and  the  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft 
climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews 
for  operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue 
to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures;  however,  most  tactical  procedures 
would  be  accomplished  primarily  in  the  simulator  or  at  other  locations  away  from  Portsmouth 
lAP. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  157  ARW  would  have  an  increase  in  flying  hours  generating  an 
increase  in  airfield  operations  by  2,700  from  6,140  to  8,840  operations  (a  44  percent  increase). 
Aircraft  operations  per  average  annual  day  (arrivals  and  departures  [1.68]  and  closed  patterns 
[6.73])  would  increase  under  Alternative  #3  to  2.42  arrivals  and  departures  and  9.7  closed 
patterns/day.  The  percentage  of  157  ARW  aircraft  operations  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  would  remain  at  the  same  4  percent  as  under  baseline  conditions.  The 
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total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Portsmouth  lAP  would  not  change  from 
previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change  to  any  other  aircraft  types  or 
aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition  (Table  4.3. 1-1). 


Table  4,3, 1-1,  Portsmouth  lAP  Annual  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total’ 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Nighf 

Day 

NighP 

Day 

Nighf 

Total' 

KC-46A 

4,231 

189 

4,231 

189 

8,462 

378 

8,840 

Other  Aircraft^ 

14,541 

1,094 

14,853 

782 

29,394 

1,876 

31,270 

Total 

18,772 

1,283 

19,084 

971 

37,856 

2,254 

40,110 

Notes:  1.  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  based  military  and  civilian  aircraft  and  transient  aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Lear  25,  35, 


and  Airbus  319. 

Source:  157  ARW  2013a. 

Figure  4.3. 1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion  from 
the  current  8  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.3. 1-2  compares  baseline  noise 
contours  with  Alternative  #3  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all  transient 
aircraft,  and  general  and  commercial  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  most  current  Portsmouth 
lAP  2012  noise  modeling  update.  Table  4.3. 1-2  shows  changes  to  the  acreage  of  land  within 
each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #3. 


Table  4,3, 1-2,  Land  Areas  within  DNL  Contours  at  Portsmouth  lAP  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #3 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #3  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dBDNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

Til 

0 

Til 

334 

4 

338 

101 

70-75 

81 

0 

81 

101 

0 

101 

21 

75-80 

16 

0 

16 

27 

0 

27 

11 

80-85 

1 

0 

1 

3 

0 

3 

2 

>85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

334 

0 

334 

465 

4 

469 

135 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 
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Under  Alternative  #3,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  expand  slightly  in  all  directions  from  the 
baseline  DNL  noise  contours.  Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and 
greater  exposure  area  would  increase  by  approximately  135  acres,  or  40  percent,  but  would 
remain  primarily  on  airport  property  with  approximately  4  of  these  acres  off  the  airport  property. 
Information  regarding  number  of  people  residing  in  this  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.3.11, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children',  and  information  regarding  the  area  of 
residential  use  is  located  in  Section  4.3.7,  Land  Use. 

Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #3  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  DNL65  dB. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEL  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while 
take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #3,  only  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft 
operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the 
morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.3. 1-1,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Portsmouth  lAP  that  falls  within  the  80+ 
dB  DNE  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with 
these  areas. 

4. 3. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with  construction 
activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning  EY  2015). 
Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the  source 
(EHWA  2006)  (see  Appendix  C,  Noise,  Section  A.  1.2. 2).  Aviation-related  activities  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  dominate  the  local  noise  environment.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility 
construction  would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield. 
Therefore,  impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  negligible. 
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4. 3. 1.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  annual  airfield  operations  would  inerease  by  2,700  (44  pereent  inerease  in  157 
ARW  operations,  7  pereent  inerease  in  total  airfield  operations),  and  the  aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  eontour  would  inerease  by  135  acres.  Of  this  inerease  in  aereage,  4 
aeres  would  be  off  airport-eontrolled  property.  There  would  be  no  potential  for  hearing  loss  off 
the  airport  and  no  inerease  in  the  pereent  of  the  population  highly  annoyed.  Construction  noise 
would  be  loealized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise  environment.  Impaets 
from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,3,2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruetion  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  157  ARW 
of  the  NH  ANG  at  Pease  ANGS,  in  Newington,  New  Hampshire.  The  estimation  of  proposed 
operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in  emissions  between  existing  aireraft 
operations  and  projected  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Pease  ANGS  were  reviewed  for  signifieanoe  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major  sources 
for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  nonattainment 
pollutants.  Beeause  the  projeet  region  within  Roekingham  County  is  a  maintenanee  area  for  O3, 
the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3  preeursors  NOx  and  VOCs  was  used  as  an  indieator  of 
the  potential  significanee  of  the  emissions  from  the  KC-46A  eonversion.  For  attainment 
pollutants,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for  GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the 
potential  signifieance  of  the  emissions  from  Alternative  #3. 

4.3.2. 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sources  assoeiated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pease  ANGS  inelude  (1) 
operations  and  engine  maintenanee/testing  of  aireraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite  POV 
eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  including  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  souree  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  ealculate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Eaetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  (AECEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aireraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  oeeur  within  the  lowest 
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3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typieal  depth  of  the  atmospherie  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AECEC  2013. 


Table  4. 3. 2-1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pease  ANGS.  Table  4. 3.2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase  associated 
with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 3.2-1,  the  net 
emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 

Table  4,3,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  Emissions,  157  ARW 


Annnal  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

2.41 

36.29 

73.94 

6.29 

0.33 

0.33 

AGE 

0.00 

0.01 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.10 

1.47 

0.40 

0.06 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

1.11 

19.06 

0.91 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

Total 

3.62 

56.84 

75.32 

6.36 

0.37 

0.35 

r Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

15.24 

56.95 

157.41 

8.96 

0.61 

0.52 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.77 

2.63 

0.71 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

0.91 

17.45 

0.70 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

Total 

16.93 

77.05 

158.92 

9.06 

0.66 

0.55 

Net  Increase 

13.31 

20.21 

83.60 

2.70 

0.28 

0.19 

MOB2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

3.68 

0.36 

1.11 

0.42 

0.76 

0.54 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

250 

100 

250 

250 

250 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS 
would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  ton  per  year. 


Table  4. 3. 2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pease  ANGS,  along  with  the  net  increase  in  comparison  with  the  baseline.  As 
shown  in  Table  4. 3. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 
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Table  4,3,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  157  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

17,303 

0.48 

0.54 

17,480 

AGE 

1,571 

0.04 

0.05 

1,588 

Engine  Tests 

172 

0.00 

0.01 

174 

POVs 

597 

0.00 

0.00 

597 

Total 

19,643 

0.53 

0.59 

19,839 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

24,391 

0.64 

0.72 

24,629 

AGE 

2,262 

0.06 

0.07 

2,286 

Engine  Tests 

233 

0.01 

0.01 

235 

POVs 

612 

0.00 

0.00 

612 

Total 

27,499 

0.71 

0.80 

27,762 

Net  Increase 

7,855 

0.18 

0.21 

7,924 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE 
=  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle;  GMV  =  government  motor  vehicle 


4. 3. 2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pease  ANGS  would  require  construction  and  renovation  of  existing 
airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality  impacts 
resulting  from  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustion  emissions 
from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation  of 
equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 3. 2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  aimual  eonstruetion 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 3.2-3, 
emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  For  construction 
emissions,  the  project  option  with  the  greatest  potential  to  emit,  was  used  in  the  analysis  (see 
Table  2.3-17). 
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Table  4,3,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #3 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

SOx 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  (Option  2)  - 
Renovation/Addition  to  Building  264 

0.93 

1.48 

0.26 

0.03 

1.33 

1.11 

494.25 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Building  166 

0.35 

0.55 

0.10 

0.01 

0.44 

0.41 

185.26 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Hangar  25 1 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  (Option  1)  - 
Addition/Alteration  to  Hangar  253 

1.52 

2.42 

0.43 

0.05 

2.45 

1.88 

808.91 

Project  #5  -  (Option  1)  - 
Demolition/ Addition/ Alteration  to 
Hangar  254 

1.48 

2.36 

0.41 

0.04 

2.37 

1.83 

789.52 

Project  #6  -  Alter  Aircraft  Taxiway 

0.31 

0.75 

0.08 

0.04 

0.18 

0.16 

185.62 

Project  #7  -  Demolition/Modify /Install 
Aprons  and  Hydrants 

0.07 

0.16 

0.02 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

42.16 

Project  #8  -  Repave  Quad  Apron 

1.16 

2.80 

0.28 

0.14 

1.01 

0.71 

715.98 

Total  maximum  emissions 

6.12 

10.99 

1.64 

0.33 

7.86 

6.18 

3,344.29 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

250 

100 

100 

250 

250 

250 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


4. 3. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  Pease  ANGS  installation  is  in  a  maintenanee  area  for  O3,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds.  While  there  are  increases  in  operational  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  they  are 
below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  and  are  not  significant.  Operational  GHG 
emissions  are  within  thresholds  in  the  PSD  tailoring  rule.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions 
and  operational  HAP  emissions  are  negligible. 


4,3,3  Safety 

4 . 3 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  faeilities  at  Pease  ANGS  for  fire  response  and  erash  recovery  meet  KC-46A  beddown 
requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013a). 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projects  related  to  this  alternative  would 
not  penetrate  any  RPZs  or  impaet  aircraft  takeoff  or  landing  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB 
2013a).  New  construetion  and  building  renovation  activity  would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety 
risk  or  obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as  those 
that  have  historieally  oeeurred  at  Portsmouth  lAP.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow 
established  local  approach  and  departure  patterns  used.  Therefore,  flight  activity  and  subsequent 
operations  would  not  require  changes  to  RPZs. 
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Under  this  alternative,  no  new  facilities  are  proposed  for  Pease  ANGS.  Planned  construction  at 
the  installation  comprises  renovation  and  additions  to  several  hangars;  construction  and  upgrades 
to  the  taxiway;  and  demolition  and  installation  of  new  fuel  hydrants  and  lines  on  the  parking 
apron.  None  of  the  construction  or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  current  QD  arcs. 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  157  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  157  ARW. 

Construction  activities  would  not  involve  any  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures, 
including  API  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 3. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  have 
been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in  service 
(Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft  losses 
(similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace.  Pease  ANGS  would 
comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate,  should  they 
be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  includes  all  facets  of  flight  operations  and  comprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
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are  extremely  realistie.  These  faetors  should  minimize  risk  assoeiated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  an  inerease  of  approximately  44  pereent  157  ARW  airfield 
operations  (7  pereent  in  total  Portsmouth  lAP  operations)  at  Portsmouth  lAP  eompared  to 
existing  eonditions.  This  inerease  in  take-offs,  landings,  profieieney  training,  and  other  flights 
would  result  in  a  eommensurate  inerease  in  the  safety  risk  to  airerews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  inerease  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  the  opportunity 
for  aireraft  mishaps,  ineluding  BASH  ineidents;  however,  the  expeeted  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
ineidents  would  not  be  expeeted  to  ehange  from  eurrent  eonditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
eommereial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates,  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  teehnologieal 
improvements  the  KC-46A  would  be  expeeted  to  have  a  similar  safety  reeord.  In  addition, 
eurrent  airfield  safety  proeedures  diseussed  previously  would  eontinue  to  be  implemented  and 
additional  airfield  flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  proeedures  (157  ARW 
2011b). 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aireraft  aeeident  or  BASH  mishap  to  oeeur  in  the  loeal  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  eivilians  to  be  impaeted,  impaets  to  safety  in  the  vieinity  of 
Portsmouth  lAP  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  eapability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergeney  situations.  Military  poliey  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dietates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
offieer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergeney  situations.  Reeords  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  sueh  eireumstanees  are  rare,  oeeurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  eapability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
eapability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  whieh  eould  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  eertain  eireumstanees.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  eostly 
inspeetion  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  eould  reduee  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 3. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  be  a  44  pereent  inerease  in  aetual  157  ARW  airfield  operations  (7  pereent  inerease 
in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Portsmouth  lAP  with  a  eommensurate  inerease  in  mishap  and 
BASH  potential.  Construetion  aetivities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  teehniques. 
During  eonstruetion  and  modifieations,  standard  eonstruetion  safety  proeedures  would  be 
employed,  and  striet  adherenee  to  all  applieable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and 
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procedures  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  eonstruetion 
aetivities.  Impacts  to  safety  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

4,3,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.3.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #3,  new  eonstruetion  would  consist  of  eight  separate  projeets  resulting  in  up  to 
130,966  SF  (3.0  acres)  of  new  eonstruetion  footprint  and  up  to  23,617  SF  (0.5  acre)  of  new 
impervious  surfaee.  There  are  two  eonstruetion  seenarios  for  the  aireraft  eonversion  under 
eonsideration;  only  one  of  these  options  for  eaeh  projeet  would  be  implemented.  The  total 
eonstruetion  footprint  analyzed  represents  the  largest  possible  footprint  of  eaeh  of  the  options 
(Table  2.3-17).  These  proposed  eonstruetion  projeets  would  meet  all  eriteria  speeified  in  ANG 
Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #3  would  oecur  primarily  on  Urban  land-Canton 
eomplex  (3  to  15  pereent  slopes),  with  a  small  amount  of  the  new  eonstruetion  footprint  on 
Urban  land  and  Udorthents.  These  three  soils  are  either  not  rated  or  not  limited  for  road  or  small 
oommereial  building  development  and  may  require  onsite  investigation  and  evaluation  for  most 
land  use  deeisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations  (NRCS  2013).  Proposed  eonstruetion 
would  not  impact  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Policy  Act  does  not  apply. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  130,966  SF  (3.0  aeres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion.  To  minimize  potential  impaets  to  soil  and  water  resourees 
assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation  during  eonstruetion  activity,  standard 
construction  practices,  as  deseribed  in  the  Portsmouth  lAP  SWPPP  (Portsmouth  lAP  2011) 
would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the  eonstruetion  period.  Sueh  practiees  eould 
inelude  the  use  of  well-maintained  silt  fenees  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surfieial  areas 
disturbed,  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  aetivates  during  wet 
weather,  and  eovering  of  soil  stoekpiles,  as  appropriate.  A  site-speeifie  and  detailed  SWPPP  that 
eoordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  aetivities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff 
eontrols  is  an  effeetive  way  of  eontrolling  erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subjeet  to 
construction  activity.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  USEPA  New  England  Region  to  obtain 
eoverage  under  the  NPDES  General  Permit  for  Diseharges  from  Construetion  Aetivities  prior  to 
implementation  of  individual  projeets.  Construction  activities  subjeet  to  this  permit  inelude 
elearing,  grading,  and  disturbanees  to  the  ground  sueh  as  stoekpiling  or  exeavation. 
Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  neeessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
earth  resourees  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  minimal. 
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4. 3. 4.2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  approximately  23,617  SF  (0.5 
aere)  of  new  impervious  surface  from  the  proposed  eonstruction  (Figure  4. 3.4-1).  This  eould 
result  in  loealized  inereases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  inereases  in 
total  suspended  partieulates  to  nearby  surfaee  waters.  However,  in  aeeordanee  with 
UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Seetion  438,  any  inerease  in  surfaee  water 
runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary 
and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  LID  design  eoneepts 
ineorporates  site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development 
runoff  rates  and  volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  assoeiated  with  inereases 
in  impervious  surfaee  area. 

Inereased  runoff  and  peak  diseharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  inereases  to  impervious  surfaee  ean 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  conveyanee  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
eulverts)  in  aeeordanee  with  site-speeifie  engineering  standards  that  take  into  eonsideration  the 
influenee  of  surfaee  water  drainage  within,  adjaeent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  projeet.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surfaee  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  projeet 
would  avoid  or  minimize  eonfliets  with  eity,  eounty,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affeeting  adjaeent  properties  and/or  the  projeet  area  itself  Sueh  measures  eould 
inelude; 

•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee, 

•  installation  of  retention/detention  basins  for  water  reeharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  diseharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  sueh  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
eonstruction,  and 

•  directing  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  sueh  that  diseharge  exiting  eaeh  site  post- 
eonstruetion  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  eonditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  minimal. 
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4. 3. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #3,  the  inerease  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaee  (0.5  aere)  would 
also  result  in  a  deerease  in  groundwater  reeharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  inerease  in 
surfaee  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  sueh  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees,  as  deseribed  above.  The 
integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee  into  projeet  design  would  further 
minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  due  to  inereased  impervious  surfaee.  The  use  of  these 
features  would  also  inerease  groundwater  reeharge  through  direet  pereolation  offsetting  the  loss 
of  pervious  surfaee  due  to  future  eonstruetion.  Additionally,  the  impervious  surfaee  area 
resulting  from  the  proposed  aetivities  would  not  be  one  eontinuous,  hardened  surfaee.  Rather, 
the  impervious  surfaees  would  oeeupy  several  smaller  areas,  whieh  would  further  minimize 
loealized  impaets  to  groundwater  reeharge. 

4. 3. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  at  the  installation  would  not  oeeur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  sueh,  there  would  be  no  impaets  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4. 3. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  be  approximately  3.0  aeres  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee  and  0.5  aere  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion.  To  minimize  potential  impaets 
assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  would  be 
implemented.  Proposed  eonstruetion  would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland 
Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

4.3.5  Biological  Resources 

4.3.5. 1  Vegetation 

eonstruetion  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #3  at  the  157  ARW  installation  would 
oeeur  primarily  on  eurrently  paved  areas  or  aetively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landseaped) 
areas,  and  would  result  in  an  inerease  of  23,617  SF  (0.5  aere)  of  impervious  surfaees.  No  native 
vegetation  would  be  impaeted.  Impaets  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  negligible 
due  to  the  laek  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  projeet  area. 
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43.5.2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #3,  impaets  to  wildlife  due  to  construction  would  be  minor.  Noise  associated 
with  construction  may  cause  wildlife  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area,  including  those  that  are 
protected  under  the  MBTA.  Noise  associated  with  construction  activities,  as  well  as  an  increase 
in  general  industrial  activity  and  human  presence,  could  evoke  reactions  in  birds.  Disturbed 
nests  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to  abandonment  and 
depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  where  project 
components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft  and  general 
military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  noise  are  expected  to  be 
minimal  because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions 
and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of 
the  proposed  construction  and  modifications. 

Operational  noise  levels  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  from 
baseline  with  the  conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  flying  profiles 
would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program  would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix 
A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs,  indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings 
by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under 
Alternative  #3,  only  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change 
in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft  operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods 
as  currently  flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  percent  of  flights 
occurring  during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.).  In  addition,  an 
additional  4  acres  of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  between  65  dB  and 
70  dB.  As  a  result,  since  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  relatively  high  under 
existing  conditions,  the  Proposed  Action  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially 
increase  enough  to  preclude  wildlife  from  utilizing  the  area  as  they  currently  do. 

Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard  associated  with  military  aircraft 
training.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  the  same  airfield  environment  as 
the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Portsmouth  lAP  would  increase  by 
approximately  44  percent  over  the  KC-135  baseline  operations  (7  percent  increase  in  total 
airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  increased 
opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds. 
Adherence  to  the  existing  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  (see  Section  4.3.3,  Safety).  The  157  ARW  has  developed  procedures  designed  to 
minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes,  and  has  documented  detailed  procedures 
to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases, 
limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches. 
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closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment.  Speeial  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots 
whenever  the  potential  exists  for  inereased  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspaee. 

4. 3. 5. 3  Speeial  Status  Speeies 

No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  speeies  and  eight  state  listed  speeies  are  eurrently 
known  to  oeeur  on  Portsmouth  lAP.  The  USFWS  New  England  Field  Offiee  eoneurred  in  a 
letter  written  on  Mareh  25,  2014  that  no  federally  listed  or  proposed,  threatened  or  endangered 
speeies  or  eritieal  habitat  are  known  to  oeeur  in  the  project  area.  There  is  only  a  low  potential  for 
additional  speeies  to  oeeur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  Under  Alternative  #3, 
impaets  to  speeial  status  speeies  would  be  similar  to  that  deseribed  under  wildlife.  Impaets  due 
to  eonstruction  and  proposed  operations  would  be  minor.  Operational  noise  levels  under 
Alternative  #3  would  be  expected  to  inerease  slightly  from  baseline  with  the  eonversion  to  the 
KC-46A  aircraft.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  ehange,  and  the  seheduled 
flying  program  would  not  ehange.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides 
representative  SELs,  indieating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5 
dB  less  while  take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #3,  only  the 
number  of  aireraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when 
individual  aireraft  operate.  Flights  would  be  seheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently 
flown  during  the  morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  pereent  of  flights  oeeurring 
during  environmental  night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.).  In  addition,  an  additional  4  aeres 
of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  As  a  result, 
sinee  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vieinity  are  relatively  high  under  existing  eonditions,  the 
Proposed  Aetion  under  Alternative  #3  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  inerease  enough  to 
preelude  wildlife  from  utilizing  the  area  as  they  eurrently  do. 

Therefore,  there  would  be  no  effeet  to  federally  listed  speeies  and  impaets  to  state  listed  speeies 
would  be  minimal  under  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  oeeur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  projeet  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impaets 

Construetion  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  this  alternative  would  oeeur  primarily  on  eurrently 
paved  areas  or  aetively  managed  areas.  Therefore,  impaets  to  vegetation  would  be  negligible. 
There  would  be  no  impaets  to  wetlands  under  this  alternative.  Impaets  to  wildlife  and  sensitive 
speeies  from  operational  noise  would  be  expeeted  to  be  minor  due  to  the  slight  inerease  in  noise 
and  the  temporary  nature  of  eonstruetion.  A  44  pereent  inerease  in  157  ARW  (7  pereent  inerease 
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in  total)  airfield  operations  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Impacts  to  state  listed  species  would  be 
minor.  No  federally  listed  species  or  critical  habitat  is  known  to  occur  on  Portsmouth  lAP, 
therefore  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  federally  listed  species. 

4,3,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,382  to  1,553  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation, 
which  lack  cultural  resources. 

4.3.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

The  entire  undeveloped  157  ARW  installation  has  been  intensively  surveyed  for  archaeological 
resources  and  it  has  been  determined  that  no  NRHP-eligible  archaeological  resources  are  present 
on  the  installation.  The  New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  concurred  with  this  determination  (157 
ARW  2009,  Muzzey  2009).  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  are 
identified  during  construction,  ah  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  would  cease  and  the 
Environmental  Manager  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery. 
Under  these  conditions,  there  would  be  no  adverse  impact  to  archaeological  resources  with 
implementation  of  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

At  the  157  ARW  installation,  six  buildings  (Buildings  156,  166,  251,  253,  254,  and  264)  are 
proposed  for  additions,  interior  renovations,  or  demolition.  Buildings  251,  253,  and  254  have 
been  inventoried,  evaluated,  and  determined  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP  with  concurrence  from  the 
New  Hampshire  SHPO  (see  Muzzey  2009  and  St.  Louis  2009  in  Appendix  B4).  Buildings  156, 
166,  and  264  were  ah  recently  constructed  and  so  they  are  less  than  50  years  old,  are  not  Cold 
War-era  resources,  and  would  not  be  eligible  under  Criteria  Consideration  G.  As  such.  Buildings 
156,  166,  and  264  are  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  SHPO  consultation  for  this  LIS  has  provided 
concurrence  that  no  historic  resources  are  present  within  the  proposed  project  area  (see  Appendix 
B3).  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  impact  to  architectural  resources  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  157  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  the  installation,  it  is  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional  resources  located  at  the 
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157  ARW.  Government-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  has  been  condueted  with  this 
Tribe  in  recognition  of  their  status  as  a  sovereign  nation.  This  eonsultation  also  provides 
information  regarding  tribal  coneerns  per  Seetion  106  of  the  NRHP  and  information  on 
traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on  or  near  the  installation.  The  Penobscot  Indian 
Nation  has  responded  and  indicated  that  they  have  no  issues  with  the  Proposed  Aetion.  The 
NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  tribes  and  will  continue  to  seek  opportunities  to 
eonsult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known/potential  interest  to  tribes. 

4. 3. 6.4  Summary  of  Impaets 

Construction  activities  assoeiated  with  this  alternative  would  be  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of 
the  installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aireraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
arehaeologieal  resourees  are  known.  None  of  the  buildings  that  would  be  impacted  under  the 
Proposed  Action  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  New  Hampshire  SHPO  has  eoneurred  with  the 
determination  that  no  historie  properties  would  be  affected  (Muzzey  2013).  No  traditional 
resources  are  known  to  oceur  at  the  installation.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are 
antieipated  at  the  157  ARW  installation  under  Alternative  #3. 

4,3.7  Land  Use 

Under  this  alternative,  the  number  of  operations  at  Pease  ANGS  would  increase,  resulting  in  a 
slight  increase  in  average  noise  levels  as  measured  as  discussed  in  Section  3.3.1,  Noise.  An 
additional  4  acres  of  land  off  the  airport  property  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  between  65  dB  and 
70  dB.  The  majority  of  this  area  is  zoned  for  Open  Space/Conservation,  which  under  FAA 
Regulation  14  CFR  Part  150,  effective  January  18,  1985,  is  considered  a  compatible  land  use  up 
to  within  this  range  of  noise  exposure.  The  primary  souree  of  impaets  to  land  use  resulting  from 
Alternative  #3  would  be  from  noise.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 3. 7-1  and  Figure  4. 3. 7-1,  new  areas 
outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  would  be  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB.  By  zoning  areas, 
Reereation  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  remain  the  same;  Open  Spaee  areas 
would  inerease  by  approximately  3.6  aeres;  and  non-designated  areas  would  increase  by  less  than 
1  acre.  However,  all  of  these  land  uses  are  eonsidered  compatible  with  this  range  of  DNL  under 
FICUN.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are  located  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  off-airport  noise  eontour  areas.  Therefore,  Alternative  #3  is  compatible  with  eurrent 
land  use  and  zoning  designations  and  would  result  in  negligible  impacts.  A  more  detailed 
discussion  of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  under  Alternative  #3  ean  be  found  in  Section  4.3.1, 
Noise. 
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Figure  4,3,7-l,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and  Land  Use 
Under  Alternative  #3  at  Portsmouth  lAP 


Source:  Plumsted  Township  Zoning  2013.  Pease  International  Tradcport  2013 
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Table  4,3,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 

Portsmouth  lAP 


Land  Use 

Baseline  Total 
(acres) 

Proposed  Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 
(acres) 

Recreation 

0 

0 

0 

Open  Space 

0 

3.6 

3.6 

Non-designated 

0 

0.3 

0.3 

Total  Area 

0 

3.9 

3.9 

4.3.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 


The  number  of  total  annual  airfield  operations  would  increase  by  2,700  (7  percent),  and  the 
acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  increase  by  135  acres.  Of  this 
increase  in  acreage,  4  acres  would  be  off  airport-controlled  property.  Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would  not  change  due  to  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible  impacts  due  to  an  increase  in  off-airport  areas  exposed  to  noise  levels  above 
65  dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affected. 

4,3,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.3.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #3  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  128  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
control  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 3. 8.2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  128 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4. 3. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  up  to  130,966  SF  (3.0  acres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbance 
as  a  result  of  proposed  construction.  The  proposed  construction  activities  could  temporarily 
impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.3.4,  Soils  and  Water)-,  however,  through 
implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices,  (as  described  previously). 
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preventative  maintenance,  and  periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to  stormwater, 
especially  during  active  construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected  to  the  existing 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

In  addition,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  up  to  23,617  SF  (0.5  acre)  of  new  impervious  surface. 
The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaces  would  potentially  increase  stormwater  runoff  volume 
and  peak  discharge  rates;  however,  as  discussed  in  further  detail  in  Section  4.3.4,  Soils  and 
Water,  stormwater  runoff  increases  would  be  managed  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210-10 
and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  the 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #3  would  be  minimal. 

4. 3. 8. 4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  this  alternative 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  EEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #3  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4. 3. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  130,966 
SE  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  23,617  SE  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
that  proposed  renovations  at  Pease  ANGS  would  generate  1,544,089  pounds  (772  tons)  of 
renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  Pease  ANGS 
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would  generate  102,498  pounds  (51  tons)  of  eonstruction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the 
total  amount  of  eonstruetion  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  Pease  ANGS  would  be  823  tons. 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  The  Turnkey  Recycling  and  Environmental  Enterprise 
Eandfill  has  a  remaining  life  expectancy  of  7  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  900,000  tons 
per  year  (New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services  2009).  The  823  tons  of 
proposed  construction  debris  generated  at  Pease  ANGS  would  represent  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  yearly  capacity  of  the  landfill.  Impacts  to  local  landfills  would  not  be  expected  to  exceed  the 
permitted  throughput  or  contribute  significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  157  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  API  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4. 3. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  occurring  only  during  active  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  128  under  Alternative 
#3  (see  Table  2.3-18).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  128  additional  one¬ 
way  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #3  would  add  an  additional  256  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
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as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  increase  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation  and  level  of  service.  Therefore,  impacts  to 
transportation  infrastructure  would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #3. 

4. 3. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impacts 
to  infrastructure  resulting  from  construction  would  be  negligible  since  any  interruption  of  utility 
services  or  increased  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 

4,3,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 . 3 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  activities  and  other  functions 
would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aircraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typically  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aircraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  Alternative  #3. 

The  KC-46A  aircraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aircraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aircraft  and  is  expected  to  need  less  maintenance 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  157  ARW  would  increase  from 
6,219  to  8,040  (a  29  percent  increase);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  (e.g., 
fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from  what  is 
currently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more  details). 
Additionally,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline)  would  be 
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required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  eleetrieity  and  lighting 
as  eonditions  warrant.  Proeedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for  the  157 
ARW  installation  would  eontinue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  assoeiated  with  Alternative 
#3  and  as  required  during  all  eonstruction  and  renovation  aetivities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #3,  additions  and  renovations  to  Buildings  156,  264,  166  and  Hangars  251, 
253,  and  254  are  proposed.  According  to  the  1997  asbestos  report.  Hangars  251  and  254  were 
found  to  contain  ACM  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic.  A  LBP  survey  has  not  been 
conducted  at  the  157  ARW  installation.  However,  Hangars  251,  253,  and  254  were  built  prior  to 
1978  and  may  contain  LBP.  Any  structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would 
be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any 
renovation  or  demolition  activities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior 
to  or  during  demolition  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be 
managed  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations.  New  Hampshire 
requirements  (regarding  site  work  practices  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG 
procedures.  Materials,  especially  discarded  oil  products,  would  be  screened  for  PCB 
contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 3. 9. 2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft,  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs.  Additionally,  the  two  aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their 
maintenance  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  total  number  of  flying 
hours  for  the  157  ARW  would  increase  approximately  29  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste 
streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more 
details).  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue 
to  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations. 

4. 3. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  accordance  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  construction, 
modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  can  occur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Accordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  consider  a  compatible  land  use  based  on  current  site  conditions  and  the 
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selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cycle  costs  to  include  those  associated  with  impacts  from  existing  contaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  contamination  at  the  proposed  construction  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
locating  construction  projects  in  areas  with  contamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  necessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  accomplishing  environmental  impact 
analysis  process  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  conditions 
and  their  associated  cost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the 
CERCLA  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  laws  for 
suspected  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project  generates  actions  to  address 
contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  actions  to  address 
contamination,  the  costs  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Account-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  construction  project.  This  includes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  construction 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  encountered  within  the  construction 
project  footprint  during  the  execution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
construction  project  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MIECON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction  contractor  costs  (such  as  direct 
delay  costs  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  incidental  to  discovery  and  removal  of  the 
contamination  will  be  construction  project  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  such  costs. 

None  of  the  ERP  sites  overlap  the  proposed  construction  projects  under  Alternative  #3  (Eigure 
4. 3. 9-1).  If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  groundwater)  are  encountered  during  the  course  of 
site  preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construction  activities,  work  would  cease  until  157  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  construction  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  construction  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  contamination 
so  that  they  can  inform  their  employees  in  advance  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
construction  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 
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4. 3. 9.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  not  be  an  inereased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  eonstruetion 
aetivities  would  be  managed  per  applieable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expeeted 
impaet  from  ERP  sites  as  there  are  no  sites  that  overlap  with  areas  proposed  for  ground 
disturbanee.  Impaets  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 

4,3,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #3,  eonstruetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Portsmouth  lAP.  Eeonomie  aetivity  assoeiated  with  proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  at  the 
157  ARW  installation,  sueh  as  employment  and  materials  purehasing,  would  provide  short-term 
eeonomie  benefits  to  the  loeal  eeonomy.  However,  short-term  benefieial  impaets  resulting  from 
eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  seale. 

The  proposed  aireraft  beddown  and  related  aetivities  under  this  alternative  would  result  in  a 
ehange  in  staffing  requirements  for  the  157  ARW.  Currently,  the  157  ARW  is  authorized  1,382 
personnel.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  171  military 
positions  (increase  in  115  full-time  positions  and  56  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table 
2.3-18).  Combined  with  their  approximately  233  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than 
0.08  percent  of  Rockingham  County.  Of  the  233  family  members,  approximately  92  would  be 
antieipated  to  be  of  sehool  age.  The  students  entering  the  loeal  schools  would  be  expeeted  to  be 
enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within  Roekingham  County.  It  is 
anticipated  that  there  is  enough  eapaeity  within  the  sehools  in  this  eounty  to  absorb  this  minimal 
inerease  in  school  age  children. 

An  inerease  in  171  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  inerease  of  approximately 
12  pereent  to  the  existing  157  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  assoeiated  with  the  115  full-time 
personnel  would  amount  to  a  total  estimated  annual  salary  inerease  of  approximately  $9.5 
million. 

All  157  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on-installation  housing.  A 
eonservative  seenario  would  result  in  171  homes  purehased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel 
reloeate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.13  pereent  of  the  total  housing  units  in 
Roekingham  County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  reloeate  would  own 
homes. 
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4.3.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construetion  would  be  benefieial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impaets  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  benefieial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  inerease  in  personnel. 

4,3.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.3.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Under  Alternative  #3,  there  would  be  no  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low- 
income  populations,  located  within  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP  exposed  to  DNL  greater  than 
65  dB.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income 
populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP. 

4.3.1 1.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  is  no  off- installation  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  that  are  exposed  to 
DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Under  Alternative  #3  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through 
Grade  12  schools  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #3  there 
would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 

4.3.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Although  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours  would  increase  slightly  under  this 
alternative,  there  are  no  residential  areas  within  the  noise  contours  and  no  additional  schools 
would  be  located  within  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus, 
there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  and  no 
special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 
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4,4  Alternative  #4  ~  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.4.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #4  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  associated  with  the  most 
current  approved  and  published  baseline  noise  study  to  assess  potential  impacts.  Details  of  the 
noise  modeling  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

Actual  2012  KC-135  airfield  operations  were  identified  in  Table  2.3-19.  This  data  was  used  in 
determining  the  proposed  KC-46A  airfield  operations  based  on  most  current  home-station  sorties 
and  airfield  operations  to  provide  a  more  accurate  determination  of  the  number  of  airfield 
operations  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  this  analysis,  the  proposed  airfield  operations  are 
compared  to  the  most  current  approved  and  published  2006  baseline  noise  study  for  Pittsburgh 
lAP. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #4  were  generated  using  INM. 
Based  KC-135  operations  were  removed  and  replaced  with  KC-46A  operations  using  the  B-767- 
300  and  the  standard  flight  profile  data  provided  with  INM  as  substitute  data  and  applying  the 
data  to  the  current  based  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures  (INM  does  not  have  a 
standard  profile  or  noise  curve  data  for  the  KC-46A).  Using  the  standard  flight  profile  data 
provided  for  this  substitute  aircraft  in  INM  provides  an  accurate  analysis  of  noise  contour 
comparisons  that  would  be  expected  with  the  new  KC-46A.  Flight  profdes,  flight  tracks,  and 
operational  procedures  currently  being  used  by  the  KC-135  were  used  in  this  INM  program. 

4.4. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #4,  12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  replacing  the  current  16 
KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield  and  the  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  KC-46A  aircraft  flight  profiles  would 
continue  to  fly  the  same  standard  flight  profiles  for  departures  and  arrivals  and  closed  pattern 
airfield  training.  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks, 
altitude  profiles)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft 
climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews 
for  operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135;  however  most  tactical  procedures  would  be 
accomplished  in  the  simulator  and  at  the  other  locations  away  from  Pittsburgh  lAP. 
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Under  Alternative  #4,  the  171  ARW  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of  8,040  hours  resulting  in  2,010 
annual  sorties  of  which  it  is  expected  that  up  to  1,186  sorties  would  be  flown  at  Pittsburgh 
ANGS.  Baseline  conditions  for  the  KC-135  are  represented  here  as  the  same  number  of  the 
Pittsburgh  ANGS  airfield  operations  published  in  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  FAR  Part  150  Study 
(ACAA  2006).  Based  on  1,186  annual  home-station  sorties  with  an  average  of  7.78  operations 
per  sortie,  there  would  be  9,226  annual  home-station  operations,  or  a  reduction  of  3,834  airfield 
operations  annually  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  This  would  decrease  the  average  daily  airfield  operations 
from  35.8  to  25.3  as  shown  in  Table  4. 4. 1-1.  The  171  ARW  KC-46A  operations  would  be 
approximately  3  percent  of  all  aircraft  operations  at  the  airfield  under  the  current  approved  FAR 
Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Update. 

Table  4,4,1-1,  Changes  to  Pittsburgh  lAP  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Based  on  FAR  Part  150  Baseline 


Total  Based  KC-135 

Total  Based  KC-46A 

Change  in  Airfield  Operations  for 

Unit 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Proposed  KC-46A 
(%  Change) 

171  ARW 

13,060* 

9,226 

-3,834 

(35.8) 

(25.3) 

(-29.3%) 

Note:  1 .  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  1 50. 


All  operations  would  remain  as  described  under  existing  conditions;  however,  the  KC-135  would 
be  replaced  by  the  KC-46A.  There  would  be  no  changes  expected  to  departure/arrival  patterns 
and  tracks,  and  use  of  runways.  Current  noise  abatement  procedures  would  continue  to  be 
followed  as  documented  in  Section  3.4. 1.4. 


Table  4.4. 1-2  provides  details  on  the  total  airfield  operations  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  under 
Alternative  #4  using  the  most  current  FAR  Part  150  as  the  baseline  operations.  There  would  be  a 
1 .2  percent  decrease  in  the  overall  airfield  operations  from  the  current  baseline  operations.  There 
would  be  approximately  7  percent  of  the  KC-46A  airfield  operations  flown  during  environmental 
night.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  not 
change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change  to  any  other 
aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition. 


Table  4,4,l-2,  Pittsburgh  ANGS  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Totaf 

KC-46A 

4,287 

326 

A, 215 

338 

8,562 

664 

9,226 

Other  Aircraft^’"* 

140,683 

13,505 

140,683 

13,505 

281,366 

27,010 

308,376 

Total 

144,970 

13,831 

144,958 

13,843 

289,928 

27,674 

317,602 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  Based  aircraft  and  Transient  Aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Boeing  747,  717,  and  the  Airbus 


321. 

4.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Pittsburgh  ANGS 


4-93 


Final  -  June  2014 


Figure  4.4. 1-1  depicts  the  noise  exposure  area  from  the  aircraft  operations  after  the  conversion 
from  the  current  16  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.4. 1-2  compares  baseline 
noise  contours  with  Alternative  #4  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled  include  all 
transient  aircraft  and  general  and  commercial  aircraft  operations  depicted  in  the  current  approved 
2006  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Update.  Table  4.4. 1-3  shows  changes  to  the  acreage  of 
land  within  each  noise  contour  under  Alternative  #4. 


Table  4,4,l-3,  Land  Areas  within  DNL  Contours  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #4 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #4  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dB  DNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

1,331.5 

128.6 

1,460.1 

1,511 

106 

1,405 

-55 

70-75 

850.7 

0 

850.7 

915 

0 

915 

64 

75-80 

468.6 

0 

468.6 

418 

0 

418 

-51 

80-85 

151.5 

0 

151.5 

159 

0 

159 

8 

>85 

207.5 

0 

207.5 

162 

0 

162 

-46 

Total 

3,009.8 

128.6 

3,138.4 

3,165 

106 

3,059 

-79 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 


Under  Alternative  #4,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  decrease  slightly  in  the  areas  of  arrivals 
and  departures  from  the  DNL  baseline  contours  because  of  fewer  KC-46A  airfield  operations 
than  depicted  in  the  approved  FAR  Part  150  and  the  KC-46A  is  generally  a  quieter  aircraft  (5  dB 
quieter  on  landing  and  1  dB  louder  on  take-off)  than  the  KC-135. 


Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure  area  would 
decrease  by  approximately  79  acres,  or  approximately  2.5  percent,  and  would  remain  primarily 
on  airport  property  with  approximately  106  of  the  acres  off  airport  property.  Information 
regarding  the  number  of  people  residing  in  the  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.4.11, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children  and  information  regarding  the  area  of 
residential  use  is  located  in  the  Section  4.4.7,  Land  Use. 


Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Highly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #4  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  a  DNL  of  65  dB. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


4-94 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Pittsburgh  ANGS 


4-95 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


4-96 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  flying  profiles  would  not  ehange,  and  the  seheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.1-1  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while  take¬ 
offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #4,  only  the  number  of  aircraft 
operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft 
operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the 
morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  7  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Potential  Hearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.4. 1-3,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  that  falls  within  the  80+ 
dB  DNE  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated  with 
these  areas. 

4. 4. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  temporary  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with 
construction  activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning 
2015).  Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the 
source  (EHWA  2006)  (see  Appendix  C,  Noise,  Section  A.  1.2. 2).  Aviation-related  activities  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  dominate  the  local  noise  environment.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility 
construction  would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield. 
Therefore,  impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #4  would  be  negligible. 

4.4. 1 .3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  171  ARW  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  3,834  (29  percent  decrease  from 
the  currently  published  EAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program;  and  a  2  percent  increase  in 
actual  2012  airfield  operations),  and  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNE  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease  by  88  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of  approximately  23  acres 
within  the  65  dB  DNE  noise  contour  that  are  off  airport-controlled  property,  resulting  in  106 
acres  off  airport-controlled  property  that  lie  within  the  65  dB  contour.  There  would  be  no 
potential  for  hearing  loss  off  the  airport  and  no  increase  in  the  percent  of  the  population  highly 
annoyed.  Construction  noise  would  be  localized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall 
noise  environment.  Impacts  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 
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4,4,2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruction  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  171  ARW 
of  the  PA  ANG  at  Pittsburgh  lAP,  approximately  12  miles  northwest  of  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania.  The  estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in 
emissions  between  existing  aireraft  operations  and  projeeted  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  were  reviewed  for  signifieanee  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major 
sourees  for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for 
nonattainment  pollutants.  Because  the  project  region  within  Allegheny  County  is  a 
nonattainment  area  for  O3  (moderate)  and  PM2.5,  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3 
precursors  NOx  and  VOCs,  and  PM2.5  was  used  as  an  indicator  of  the  potential  significance  of 
the  emissions  from  the  KC-46A  conversion.  For  attainment  pollutants,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250 
tpy  (100,000  tpy  for  GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indicator  of  the  potential  significance  of  the 
emissions  from  Alternative  #4. 

4.4.2. 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  include 
(1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite  POV 
commutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sources,  including  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  source  emissions  would  be  unchanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  calculate  projected  KC-46A  aircraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  2012  baseline  airfield  analysis.  Eactors  used  to  calculate  combustion  emissions 
for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the 
PW4062  engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in 
mode  for  the  KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  currently  used  for  the  KC-135  aircraft  (AECEC 
2013).  The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  occur  within  the 
lowest  3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth  of  the  atmospheric  mixing  layer 
where  the  release  of  aircraft  emissions  would  affect  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AECEC  2013. 
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Table  4.4.2- 1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  Table  4. 4.2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase  associated 
with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table  4.4.2- 1,  the  net 
emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/t/e  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 

Table  4.4,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  Emissions,  171  ARW 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,„ 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.42 

50.69 

67.79 

6.14 

0.33 

0.33 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.11 

1.67 

0.46 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

4.27 

65.56 

3.37 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

Total 

7.81 

117.93 

71.72 

6.26 

0.48 

0.40 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

20.22 

73.83 

158.42 

9.37 

0.66 

0.56 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.13 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.80 

2.75 

0.74 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

3.44 

58.54 

2.52 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

Total 

24.48 

135.14 

161.81 

9.51 

0.81 

0.64 

Net  Increase 

16.67 

17.21 

90.09 

3.24 

0.33 

0.24 

MOB2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

2.13 

0.15 

1.26 

0.52 

0.69 

0.60 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

250 

100 

250 

250 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PM|o  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 


In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP 
would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  tpy. 


Table  4. 4.2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP,  along  with  the  net  increase  in  comparison  with  the  baseline.  As 
shown  in  Table  4.4. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 
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Table  4,4,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  171  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

16,909 

0.47 

0.53 

17,082 

AGE 

2,370 

0.07 

0.08 

2,395 

Engine  Tests 

196 

0.01 

0.01 

198 

POVs 

2,270 

0.00 

0.00 

2,270 

Total 

21,746 

0.54 

0.61 

21,946 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

CO2P 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

25,411 

0.66 

0.74 

25,655 

AGE 

3,035 

0.09 

0.10 

3,067 

Engine  Tests 

243 

0.01 

0.01 

245 

POVs 

2,274 

0.00 

0.00 

2,274 

Total 

30,963 

0.75 

0.85 

31,242 

Net  Increase 

9,218 

0.21 

0.24 

9,296 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE  = 
aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4.4. 2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  require  construction  and  renovation  of  existing 
airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality  impacts 
resulting  from  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustion  emissions 
from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation  of 
equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 4.2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  construction 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table  4. 4.2-3, 
emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD/dfe  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 
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Table  4,4,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #4 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

SOx 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  302 

1.64 

2.61 

0.46 

0.05 

2.70 

2.04 

871.93 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  320 

1.54 

2.44 

0.43 

0.05 

2.48 

1.90 

817.22 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 
Hangar  301 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing 
Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

3.84 

9.13 

0.95 

0.45 

5.14 

2.61 

2,267.97 

Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel 
Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing 
Hydrants 

0.02 

0.03 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

11.06 

Total 

7.33 

14.68 

1.91 

0.56 

10.37 

6.60 

4,090.77 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

250 

100 

100 

250 

250 

100 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

4.4. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  located  within  a  non-attainment  area  for  PM2.5,  a  moderate  nonattainment 
area  for  the  1997  8-hour  O3  standard,  and  is  classified  as  a  marginal  nonattainment  area  for  the  2008 
8-horir  O3  standard,  according  to  40  CFR  81.339.  The  Pittsburgh  ANGS  is  therefore  subject  to  de 
minimis  thresholds.  Impacts  Ifom  proposed  operational  emissions  would  be  less  than  significant  for 
all  criteria  pollutants.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational  HAP  emissions  are 
negligible. 

4.4.3  Safety 

4 . 4 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  facilities  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A 
beddown  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  andNGB  2013d). 

To  support  the  aireraft  beddown  at  Pittsbrrrgh  ANGS,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construetion  and  modifieations,  standard  eonstruction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these 
construction  activities. 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projeets  related  to  Alternative  #4  would  not 
impact  aircraft  take-off  or  landings  or  penetrate  any  RPZs  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013d). 
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New  construction  and  building  renovation  activity  would  not  result  in  any  greater  safety  risk  or 
obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as  those  that 
have  historically  occurred  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would  follow 
established  local  approach  and  departure  patterns.  Therefore,  flight  activity  and  subsequent 
operations  would  not  require  changes  to  RPZs. 

Under  this  alternative,  no  new  facilities  are  proposed  for  Pittsburgh  ANGS.  Planned 
construction  at  the  base  comprises  renovation  and  additions  to  three  hangars;  modification  to 
existing  parking  ramp  and  taxiway;  and  demolition  and  installation  of  new  fuel  hydrants  and 
lines.  Therefore,  none  of  the  construction  or  demolition  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  current  QD 
arcs. 

No  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  procedures, 
including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities /Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4.4. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft  have 
been  produced;  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in  service 
(Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft  losses 
(similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace,  Pittsburgh  ANGS 
would  comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate, 
should  they  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  includes  all  facets  of  flight  operations  and  comprehensive 
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emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistic.  These  factors  would  minimize  risk  associated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  33  percent  in  171  ARW 
operations  (2  percent  in  total  Pittsburgh  lAP  airfield  operations)  compared  to  existing  conditions. 
This  increase  in  take-offs,  landings,  proficiency  training,  and  other  flights  would  result  in  a 
commensurate  increase  in  the  safety  risk  to  aircrews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  increase  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  opportunity 
for  aircraft  mishaps,  including  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expected  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expected  to  change  from  current  conditions.  Both  the  KC-135  and  the 
commercial  Boeing  767  have  very  low  mishap  rates  and  with  a  new  airframe  and  technological 
improvements,  the  KC-46A  would  be  expected  to  have  a  similar  safety  record.  Current  airfield 
safety  procedures  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and  additional  airfield  flight  operations 
would  adhere  to  established  safety  procedures  (171  ARW  2010c). 

Given  the  low  likelihood  of  an  aircraft  accident  or  BASH  mishap  to  occur  in  the  local  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  civilians  to  be  impacted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vicinity  of 
Pittsburgh  lAP  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #4  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
officer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergency  situations.  Records  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  such  circumstances  are  rare,  occurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  capability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
capability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  which  could  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  certain  circumstances.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  costly 
inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 4. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  33  percent  increase  in  actual  171  ARW  airfield  operations  (2  percent  increase 
in  total  airfield  operations)  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  with  a  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and  BASH 
potential.  Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary  techniques.  During 
construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures  would  be  employed,  and 
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Strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements  and  proeedures  would 
further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  assoeiated  with  these  construction  activities.  Impacts  to 
safety  would  be  expeeted  to  be  negligible. 

4,4,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.4.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #4,  new  eonstruction  would  consist  of  five  separate  projects  resulting  in 
186,395  SF  (4.3  acres)  of  new  construetion  footprint  and  88,529  SF  (2.0  aeres)  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  (Table  2.3-23).  These  proposed  construetion  projects  for  aircraft  conversion 
would  meet  all  eriteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  eonstruetion  under  Alternative  #4  would  occur  on  Urban  land-Culleoka  complex.  This 
soil  type  is  not  rated  in  road  or  small  eommercial  building  development  and  may  require  onsite 
investigation  and  evaluation  for  most  land  use  deeisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations 
(NRCS  2013).  Pursuant  to  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Policy  Act,  the  USAF  determined  that  the 
land  is  not  farmland  subject  to  the  Farmland  Proteetion  Poliey  Act;  therefore,  the  Farmland 
Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  approximately  186,395  SF  (4.3  aeres)  of  temporary  soil 
disturbance  as  a  result  of  proposed  eonstruction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation  during  construction  activity, 
standard  construction  practices  as  deseribed  in  the  171  ARW  SWPPP  (171  ARW  2010a)  would 
be  implemented  during  and  following  the  construetion  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the 
use  of  well-maintained  silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed, 
stabilization  of  eut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  aetivities  during  wet  weather,  and 
eovering  of  soil  stockpiles,  as  appropriate.  A  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates 
the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  aetivities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is 
an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity. 
An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  General 
NPDES  Permit  for  Stormwater  Diseharges  Assoeiated  with  Construction  Activities  (General 
Permit  No.  PAG-02)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects.  Construction  activities 
subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the  ground  sueh  as 
stockpiling  or  excavation.  Impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  negligible. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
4-104  Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


4.4. 4.2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  approximately  88,529  SF  (2.0 
aeres)  of  new  impervious  surfaee  from  the  proposed  eonstruetion  (Figure  4.4.4- 1).  This  eould 
result  in  loealized  inereases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  inereases  in 
total  suspended  partieulates  to  nearby  surfaee  waters.  However,  in  aeeordanee  with  UFC  3-210- 
10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Seetion  438,  any  inerease  in  surfaee  water  runoff  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or 
permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  LID  design  eoneepts  ineorporates 
site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development  runoff  rates  and 
volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  assoeiated  with  inereases  in  impervious 
surfaee  area. 

Inereased  runoff  and  peak  diseharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  inereases  to  impervious  surfaee  ean 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  eonveyanee  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
eulverts)  in  aeeordanee  with  site-speeifie  engineering  standards  that  take  into  eonsideration  the 
influenee  of  surfaee  water  drainage  within,  adjaeent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  projeet.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surface  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  project 
would  avoid  or  minimize  eonfliets  with  eity,  eounty,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affeeting  adjaeent  properties  and/or  the  projeet  area  itself  Sueh  measures  eould 
inelude; 

•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee, 

•  installation  of  retention/detention  basins  for  water  reeharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  discharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  sueh  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
eonstruetion,  and 

•  direeting  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  sueh  that  diseharge  exiting  eaeh  site  post- 
eonstruetion  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  eonditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  neeessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impaets  to 
surfaee  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4  would  be  minimal. 
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4.4. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #4,  the  inerease  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaee  (2.0  aeres)  would 
also  result  in  a  deerease  in  groundwater  reeharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  inerease  in 
surfaee  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  sueh  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  as  deseribed  above  and  in  the  171 
ARW  SWPPP  (171  ARW  2010a).  The  integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  spaee 
into  projeet  design  would  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impaets  due  to  inereased 
impervious  surfaee.  The  use  of  these  features  would  also  inerease  groundwater  reeharge  through 
direet  pereolation  offsetting  the  loss  of  pervious  surfaee  due  to  future  eonstruetion.  Additionally, 
the  impervious  surfaee  area  resulting  from  the  proposed  aetivities  would  not  be  one  eontinuous, 
hardened  surfaee.  Rather,  the  impervious  surfaees  would  oeeupy  several  smaller  areas,  whieh 
would  further  minimize  loealized  impaets  to  groundwater  reeharge. 

4.4. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  at  the  installation  would  not  oeeur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  sueh,  there  would  be  no  impaets  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4.4. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  be  approximately  4.3  aeres  of  temporary  soil  disturbanee  and  2.0  aeres  of  new 
impervious  surfaee  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion.  To  minimize  potential  impaets 
assoeiated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  would  be 
implemented.  Proposed  eonstruetion  would  not  impaet  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland 
Proteetion  Poliey  Aet  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impaets  to  soil  and  water 
resourees  would  be  negligible. 

4.4.5  Biological  Resources 

4.4.5. 1  Vegetation 

eonstruetion  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #4  at  the  171  ARW  installation  would 
oeeur  on  eurrently  paved  areas  or  aetively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landseaped)  areas,  and 
would  result  in  an  inerease  of  88,529  SF  (2.0  aeres)  of  impervious  surfaees.  No  native 
vegetation  would  be  impaeted.  Impaets  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  negligible 
due  to  the  laek  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  projeet  area. 
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4.4.5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #4,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  construction  would  be  minor.  Noise  associated 
with  construction  may  cause  wildlife  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area,  including  those  that  are 
protected  under  the  MBTA.  Noise  associated  with  construction  activities,  as  well  as  an  increase 
in  general  industrial  activity  and  human  presence,  could  evoke  reactions  in  birds.  Disturbed 
nests  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activity  would  be  susceptible  to  abandonment  and 
depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  where  project 
components  would  occur  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  associated  with  aircraft  and  general 
military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts  from  construction  noise  are  expected  to  be 
minimal  because  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions 
and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of 
the  proposed  construction  and  modifications. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  proposed  operations  would  be  minor.  Annual 
operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  be  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  33 
percent  over  the  KC-135  baseline  operations  (2  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations) 
found  on  Table  2.3-21.  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  an 
increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds. 
Adherence  to  the  existing,  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strikes  (see  Section  4.4.3,  Safety).  The  171  ARW  has  developed  procedures  designed  to 
minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes,  and  has  documented  detailed  procedures 
to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases, 
limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and  some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches, 
closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport  environment.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots 
whenever  the  potential  exists  for  increased  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspace. 

4. 4. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP 
and  there  is  only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat. 
In  a  letter  dated  April  2,  2014,  the  USFWS  Pennsylvania  Field  Office  concurred  that  no  federally 
listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  occur  within  the  project  area.  One  state 
listed  species  (Torrey’s  Rush)  is  currently  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP;  however,  it  would 
not  be  impacted  by  the  proposed  construction  or  operations.  Therefore,  Alternative  #4  would 
have  no  effect  on  special  status  species. 

4. 4. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  proposed  project  footprints.  The  wetland  that 
occurs  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  areas,  between  the  east  and  west  aircraft  parking  aprons. 
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would  not  be  impacted  from  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts 
associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  as  described 
in  the  171  ARW  SWPPP  (171  ARW  2010a)  would  be  implemented  during  and  following  the 
construction  period.  Such  standard  construction  practices  could  include  the  use  of  well- 
maintained  silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization  of 
cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of  soil 
stockpiles,  as  appropriate.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with  impervious 
surface  would  be  reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  native  seed  mixtures  and 
managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential.  Therefore,  no  significant  impacts  to  wetlands 
would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  occur  primarily  on  currently 
paved  or  actively  managed  areas.  Therefore  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  negligible.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to  wetlands.  Impacts  to  wildlife  from  operational  noise  would  be  minor 
due  to  the  33  percent  increase  in  171  ARW  airfield  operations.  This  small  increase  in  the  airfield 
operations  may  also  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  listed  species  or  critical  habitat  and  one  state 
listed  species  is  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP.  However,  under  Alternative  #4  there  would 
be  no  impacts  to  special  status  species. 

4,4.6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,306  to  1,365  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation. 

4.4.6. 1  Archaeological  Resources 

The  only  undisturbed  portion  of  the  171  ARW  installation  in  the  southwest  portion  was 
intensively  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  no  NRHP-eligible  archaeological 
resources  were  located.  The  Pennsylvania  SHPO  concurred  with  the  results  of  this 
archaeological  survey  (171  ARW  2012b,  McLearen  2011).  In  the  unlikely  event  that 
archaeological  or  human  remains  are  identified  during  construction,  all  activities  in  the  area  of 
the  discovery  would  cease  and  the  Environmental  Manager  would  contact  a  qualified 
archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Under  these  conditions,  there  would  be  no  adverse 
impacts  to  archaeological  resources  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #4. 
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4.4. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Three  buildings  are  proposed  for  interior  renovations  or  additions  at  the  171  ARW  installation 
(Buildings  301,  302,  and  320).  None  of  these  buildings  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  Both  301  and 
302  were  inventoried  and  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  in  2011  and  the  SHPO  concurred  with 
the  recommendation  that  they  were  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  (171  ARW  2012b, 
MacDonald  2011).  Building  320  was  built  in  1997  and  is  therefore  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP 
because  it  is  less  than  50  years  old,  does  not  fall  within  the  Cold  War-era,  and  has  not  achieved 
exceptional  significance  (meet  Criterion  Consideration  G)  for  any  other  reason.  SHPO 
consultation  for  this  EIS  has  provided  concurrence  that  the  proposed  project  has  no  potential  to 
adversely  affect  historic  properties  (see  Appendix  B3).  There  would  be  no  adverse  impacts  to 
architectural  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

The  171  ARW  installation  contains  no  known  traditional  resources.  Given  the  extensive 
development  on  the  installation,  it  is  unlikely  that  there  are  traditional  resources  located  at  the 
171  ARW.  Govemment-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  has  been  conducted  with 
each  federally-recognized  Tribe  associated  with  the  171  ARW  installation  in  recognition  of  their 
status  as  sovereign  nations  and  in  order  to  provide  information  regarding  tribal  concerns  per 
Section  106  of  the  NRHP  as  well  as  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on 
or  near  the  installation.  Responses  have  been  received  from  all  the  Tribes  under  consultation. 
On  October  3,  2013  an  e-mail  from  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians  was  received  stating  that  they 
had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Toth  2013  in  Appendix  B2).  On  January  13,  2014, 
an  e-mail  from  the  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York  was  received  stating  that  they  had  no  objection 
to  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Halftown  2014  in  Appendix  B2).  On  January  17,  2014,  the 
Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York  stated  that  they  had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  via 
telephone  call.  On  April  4,  2014,  the  Tonowanda  Band  of  Seneca  stated  that  they  had  no 
objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  via  telephone  call.  In  a  letter  dated  April  14,  2014,  the 
Tuscarora  Nation  stated  that  they  concur  that  the  proposed  project  will  have  no  effect  on 
predetermined  archaeological  sites  within  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect.  The  NGB  and  the  USAE 
values  its  relationship  with  tribes  and  will  continue  to  seek  opportunities  to  consult  on  other 
planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known/potential  interest  to  tribes. 

4.4. 6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  are  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
archaeological  resources  are  known.  Additionally,  all  undisturbed  parts  of  the  installation  have 
been  surveyed  and  no  resources  were  present;  the  SHPO  has  concurred  (McEearen  2011).  The 
area  is  also  considered  to  have  a  low  potential  for  buried  archaeological  materials.  None  of  the 
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buildings  that  would  be  impacted  under  the  Proposed  Action  are  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The 
SHPO  has  concurred  with  this  determination  for  Buildings  301  and  302  (MacDonald  2011). 
Building  320  is  modern  and  does  not  meet  any  of  the  NRHP  criteria  for  significance.  No 
traditional  resources  are  known  to  occur  at  the  installation.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  are  anticipated  at  the  171  ARW  installation  under  Alternative  #4. 

4,4,7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #4  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4. 4. 7-1  and  Figure  4.4. 7-1,  areas  outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNLs  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  approximately  23  acres,  overall.  By 
zoning  districts,  the  Commercial  area  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by 
approximately  27  acres;  Mixed  Use  areas  would  increase  by  approximately  2  acres;  Industrial 
areas  would  increase  by  approximately  3  acres;  and  Residential  and  Agricultural  areas  would 
remain  approximately  the  same.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  70 
dB  or  greater.  No  additional  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are 
located  within  the  65  dB  DNL  off-airport  noise  contour  areas. 

Table  4,4,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 


Pittsburgh  lAP  Boundary 


Land  Use 

65  dB  to  70  dB  DNL 

70  dB  DNL  -H 

65  dB  to  80 
dB  DNL 

Baseline 

Proposed 

Change 

Baseline 

Proposed 

Change 

Change 

Commercial 

67.5 

40.4 

-27.1 

- 

- 

- 

-27.1 

Mixed  Use 

25.1 

27.4 

2.3 

- 

- 

- 

2.3 

Industrial 

33.1 

35.6 

2.5 

- 

- 

- 

2.5 

Residential 

2.9 

2.5 

-0.4 

- 

- 

- 

-0.4 

Agricultural 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total  Area 

128.6 

105.9 

-22.7 

- 

- 

- 

-22.7 

A  more  detailed  discussion  of  aircraft  operations  and  noise  can  be  found  in  Section  4.4.1,  Noise. 
4.4.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  3,834  (29  percent  decrease)  from  the 
currently  published  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program,  and  the  acreage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  decrease  by  79  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of 
approximately  23  acres  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  that  are  off  airport-controlled 
property.  Current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  would  not  change  due  to  the  basing  of  the 
KC-46A.  This  alternative  would  result  in  negligible  impacts  in  off-airport  areas  exposed  to  noise 
levels  above  65  dB  DNL.  Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affected. 
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4,4,8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.4.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #4  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel;  however,  an  increase  in  23  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
control  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  However,  this 
increase  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  the  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 4. 8. 2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  23 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  deficiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4.4. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #4,  there  would  be  up  to  186,395  SF  (4.3  acres)  of  temporary  soil  disturbance 
as  a  result  of  proposed  construction.  The  proposed  construction  activities  could  temporarily 
impact  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Section  4.4.4,  Soils  and  Water)-,  however,  through 
implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices,  preventative  maintenance,  and 
periodic  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to  stormwater,  especially  during  active 
construction  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expected  to  the  existing  stormwater  drainage  system 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction. 

In  addition,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  up  to  88,529  SF  (2.0  acres)  of  new  impervious  surface. 
The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaces  would  potentially  increase  stormwater  runoff  volume 
and  peak  discharge  rates;  however,  as  discussed  in  further  detail  in  Section  4.4.4,  Soils  and 
Water,  stormwater  runoff  increases  would  be  managed  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210-10 
and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  the 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #4  would  be  minimal. 

4.4. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
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additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  this  alternative 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #4  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4.4. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  186,395 
SE  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  88,529  SE  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
that  proposed  renovations  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  would  generate  2,197,597  pounds  (1,099  tons)  of 
renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS 
would  generate  384,216  pounds  (192  tons)  of  construction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the 
total  amount  of  construction  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  would  be 
1,291  tons. 

Solid  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  could  result  in  impacts  to  solid 
waste  management  facilities  in  the  area.  It  is  unknown  what  landfill  would  be  used  for 
construction  debris  since  the  construction  contractor  would  choose  the  landfill.  However,  the 
Allied  Waste  Imperial  Landfill,  which  is  the  closest  to  the  installation,  has  a  permitted 
throughput  of  649,800  tons  per  year  (Allegheny  County  2009).  The  1,291  tons  of  proposed 
construction  debris  generated  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  would  represent  0.2  percent  of  the  yearly 
capacity  of  the  landfill.  Impacts  to  local  landfills  would  not  be  expected  to  exceed  the  permitted 
throughput  or  contribute  significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  171  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
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be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  AEI  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4.4. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  occurring  only  during  active  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  23  under  Alternative 
#4  (see  Table  2.3-24).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  23  additional  one-way 
vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #4  would  add  an  additional  46  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  minimal  increase  in 
traffic  without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impacts  to  transportation 
infrastructure  would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  since  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  infrastructure  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  facilities  and  increased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impacts 
to  infrastructure  resulting  from  construction  would  be  negligible  since  any  interruption  of  utility 
services  or  increase  demand  on  infrastructure  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impacts  to 
infrastructure  would  be  negligible. 
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4,4,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 .4 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  aetivities  and  other  funetions 
would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aireraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typically  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aircraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  Alternative  #4. 

The  KC-46A  aircraft  has  been  designed  with  a  focus  on  reduction  of  hazardous  materials  such 
that  hazardous  materials  currently  required  for  maintenance,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
associated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aircraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aircraft  for  maintenance  activities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aircraft  and  is  expected  to  need  less  maintenance 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  would  increase  from  6,016  to  8,040  (a  34 
percent  increase);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils)  used  during 
operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately  from  what  is  currently  used  to 
maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more  details).  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of  fuel  used  during 
construction  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline)  would  be  required  to  run 
earth-moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  electricity  and  lighting  as  conditions 
warrant.  Procedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for  the  171  ARW 
installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  associated  with  Alternative  #4 
and  as  required  during  all  construction  and  renovation  activities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #4,  additions  to  Hangars  302  and  320  are  proposed,  and  internal  renovations 
to  Hangar  301  are  proposed.  According  to  the  1991  asbestos  report.  Hangars  301  and  302  were 
found  to  contain  ACM  in  the  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  mastic.  A  LBP  survey  has  not  been 
conducted  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  However,  Buildings  301  and  302  were  built  before  1978 
and  therefore  may  contain  LBP.  Any  structures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit 
would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any 
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renovation  or  demolition  activities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior 
to  or  during  demolition  in  accordance  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be 
managed  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations,  Pennsylvania 
requirements  (regarding  site  work  practices  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG 
procedures.  Removal  and  disposal  of  ACM  and  LBP  may  also  require  local  permits  and 
inspections  (depending  on  volume  or  area  being  removed/renovated)  through  the  Allegheny 
County  Health  Department.  Materials,  especially  discarded  oil  products,  would  be  screened  for 
PCB  contamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4.4. 9.2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expected  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft.  Additionally,  the  two 
aircraft  require  the  same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their  maintenance  and  operations  (e.g., 
fuels,  oils).  Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  171  ARW  would 
increase  by  approximately  34  percent;  therefore,  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to 
increase  commensurately  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.9,  for  more  details).  Hazardous  waste 
generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  fdters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all  applicable  federal, 
state,  and  local  regulations.  No  changes  to  the  installation’s  large  quantity  generator  status 
would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aircraft 
operations. 

4.4. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  accordance  with  AFI32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  construction, 
modifications  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  can  occur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Accordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  consider  a  compatible  land  use  based  on  current  site  conditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cycle  costs  to  include  those  associated  with  impacts  from  existing  contaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
identifying  existing  contamination  at  the  proposed  construction  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
locating  construction  projects  in  areas  with  contamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  necessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  accomplishing  environmental  impact 
analysis  process  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  conditions 
and  their  associated  cost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the 
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CERCLA  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance  with  applieable  state  laws  for 
suspeeted  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project  generates  actions  to  address 
contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  notions  to  address 
oontamination,  the  oosts  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Aocount-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  oonstruotion  project.  This  includes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  construction 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  eneountered  within  the  construetion 
projeet  footprint  during  the  exeeution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
eonstruetion  projeet  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MIECON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction  contractor  costs  (such  as  direct 
delay  eosts  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  incidental  to  discovery  and  removal  of  the 
contamination  will  be  eonstruetion  project  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  sueh  oosts. 

Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  chemicals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  structures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  oomplete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physical  properties,  volatile 
ohemioals  oan  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  looated  near 
zones  of  subsurface  contamination. 

One  ERP  site.  Site  #7  overlaps  with  the  proposed  addition  to  Hangar  320  as  well  as  the  proposed 
apron  expansion  (Eigure  4. 4. 9-1).  This  site  is  closed  and  was  a  POE  storage  area  and  fuel 
hydrant  system  for  JP-4  fuel.  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  performed  at  this  site  did  not 
reveal  eontaminants  of  concern  above  PADEP  guidelines;  therefore,  it  is  not  expeeted  to  pose  a 
vapor  intrusion  coneern.  However,  it  is  reeommended  that  a  vapor  intrusion  analysis/testing  is 
completed  prior  to  oonstruotion  to  investigate  any  potential  ooncern.  If  testing  indicates  a  vapor 
intrusion  concern,  the  installation  would  implement  practices  in  aocordanoe  with  site-specifio 
vapor  mitigation  design  oonsiderations. 
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If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  eneountered  during  the  eourse  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construetion  aetivities,  work  would  eease  until  171  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  construction  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  contamination 
so  that  they  ean  inform  their  employees  in  advanee  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
construetion  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

Alternative  #4  would  not  result  in  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure,  nor 
would  it  affeet  the  eriteria  listed  in  Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.9.  Therefore,  no  significant  impacts 
from  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  occur  with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #4. 

4.4. 9.4  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  from  this 
alternative.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  seheduled  for  construetion 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expeeted 
impact  from  ERP  sites.  Impacts  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would  be  negligible. 

4,4.10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #4,  construetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Pittsburgh  lAP.  Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  eonstruction  activities  at  the  171 
ARW  installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short-term 
economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting  from 
eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aireraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  minor  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  171  ARW.  Currently,  the  171  ARW  is  authorized  1,306  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #4,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  59  military  positions  (inerease  in 
235  full-time  positions  and  reduction  of  176  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table  2.3-24). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  80  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.01 
pereent  of  Allegheny  County  population.  Of  the  80  family  members,  approximately  28  would  be 
antieipated  to  be  of  sehool  age.  The  students  entering  the  local  schools  would  be  expected  to  be 
enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different  areas  within  Allegheny  County.  It  is  antieipated 
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that  there  is  enough  capaeity  within  the  schools  in  this  county  to  absorb  this  minimal  increase  in 
school  age  children. 

A  net  increase  in  59  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 
4.5  percent  to  the  existing  171  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  235  additional 
full-time  personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  total  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately 
$12  million  for  full-time  employees.  However,  a  portion  of  this  (approximately  $4  million) 
would  be  offset  by  the  loss  of  176  part-time  guardsmen. 

All  171  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on- installation  housing.  A 
conservative  scenario  would  result  in  80  homes  purchased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel  relocate 
to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.01  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in  the 
Allegheny  County.  However,  not  all  the  military  personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own 
homes,  and  some  personnel  may  choose  to  live  in  other  neighboring  counties  or  states. 

4.4.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

4,4.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.4. 1 1 . 1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

As  presented  in  Table  4.4.11-1,  of  the  roughly  12  persons  (same  as  baseline)  that  would  be 
affected  by  proposed  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB,  none  are  considered  to  be  minorities,  or 
low-income  populations.  No  additional  minorities  or  low-income  populations  would  be 
impacted  by  aircraft  DNL  greater  65  dB  under  Alternative  #4.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  and  there  would 
be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations. 
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Table  4,4,11-1,  Population  within  Alternative  #4  Noise  Contours, 

Pittsburgh  lAP^ 


Noise 

Contour 

Total 

Population 

Minority 

Population 

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population 

Percent  Low- 
Income^ 

65-70 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

70-75 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

75-80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80-85 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Note:  1.  Total  population,  minority  population,  and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the 

2010  census  data.  Low  income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5-Year  Estimates. 

2.  The  percentage  of  low-income  persons  is  calculated  as  a  percentage  of  all  persons  for  whom  the  USCB 


determines  poverty  status,  which  is  generally  a  lower  number  than  the  total  population  because  it  excludes 
institutionalized  persons,  persons  in  military  group  quarters  and  college  dormitories,  and  unrelated 
individuals  under  1 5  years  old. 

Sources:  USCB  20 1  Of  and  20 1 1  f 


4.4.11.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  are  no  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  off- installation  schools  that  are  exposed  to 
aircraft  DNL  between  65  dB  and  70  dB.  Under  Alternative  #4  there  would  be  no  new 
Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  exposed  to  aircraft  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Therefore, 
under  Alternative  #4  there  would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 

4.4.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Given  that  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  would  be  reduced  under  Alternative 
#4,  there  would  be  no  additional  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income 
populations,  and  no  additional  schools  located  within  the  vicinity  Pittsburgh  lAP  exposed  to 
DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP.  In  addition,  there  would  be  no  special 
health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 
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4,5  Alternative  #5  —  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

4.5.1  Noise 

In  this  section,  noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to 
Alternative  #5  are  considered  and  compared  with  current  conditions  associated  with  the  most 
current  approved  and  published  baseline  noise  study  to  assess  potential  impacts.  Details  of  the 
noise  modeling  methodologies  used  for  this  section  can  be  found  Appendix  A,  Section  A.  1.2. 

Actual  2012  KC-135  airfield  operations  were  identified  in  Table  2.3-25.  This  data  was  used  in 
determining  the  proposed  KC-46A  airfield  operations  based  on  most  current  home-station  sorties 
and  airfield  operations  to  provide  a  more  accurate  determination  of  the  number  of  airfield 
operations  for  Alternative  #5.  Under  this  analysis,  the  proposed  airfield  operations  are  compared 
to  the  most  current  approved  and  published  2007  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  for 
Rickenbacker  lAP. 

The  DNL  noise  contours  for  the  KC-46A  under  Alternative  #5  were  generated  using  INM. 
Based  KC-135  operations  were  removed  and  replaced  with  KC-46A  operations  using  the  B-767- 
300  and  the  standard  flight  profile  data  provided  with  INM  as  substitute  data  and  applying  the 
data  to  the  current  based  KC-135  flight  tracks  and  operational  procedures  (INM  does  not  have  a 
standard  profile  or  noise  curve  data  for  the  KC-46A).  Using  the  standard  flight  profile  data 
provided  for  this  substitute  aircraft  in  INM  provides  an  accurate  analysis  of  noise  contour 
comparisons  that  would  be  expected  with  the  new  KC-46A.  Flight  profiles,  flight  tracks,  and 
operational  procedures  currently  being  used  by  the  KC-135  were  used  in  this  INM  program. 

4. 5. 1.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #5,12  KC-46As  would  be  based  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  replacing  the  current 
18  KC-135  aircraft.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  other  aircraft  using  the 
airfield.  KC-46A  aircrews  would  use  the  same  flying  procedures  (e.g.,  ground  tracks,  altitude 
profdes)  currently  used  by  KC-135  aircrews.  Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would 
continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or 
descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.  Tactical  training  prepares  aircrews  for 
operations  in  forward  operating  locations  in  which  flying  at  low-altitudes  over  land  not 
controlled  by  friendly  forces  exposes  the  aircraft  to  ground-based  threats.  This  procedure  is 
currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135;  however,  most  tactical  procedures  would  be 
accomplished  in  the  simulator  and  at  the  other  locations  away  from  Rickenbacker  lAP. 
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Using  the  current  published  and  approved  baseline  noise  contours  from  the  Rickenbacker  lAP 
FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Update  and  INM  data,  there  would  be  a  decrease  in 
the  overall  number  of  airfield  operations  with  the  proposed  KC-46A  for  comparison  (Table 
4.5. 1-1). 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  121  ARW  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  a  total  of  8,040  hours,  resulting 
in  2,010  annual  sorties  of  which  it  is  expected  that  up  to  1,286  sorties  would  be  flown  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS.  Baseline  conditions  for  the  KC-135  are  represented  here  as  the  same 
number  of  121  ARW  airfield  operations  published  in  the  August  2007  Rickenbacker  lAP  FAR 
Part  150  study  (CRAA  2007).  Based  on  1,286  annual  home-station  sorties  with  an  average  of 
5.33  operations  per  sortie,  there  would  be  6,857  annual  home-station  operations,  or  a  reduction 
of  6,283  airfield  operations  annually  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  This  would  decrease  the  average 
daily  airfield  operations  from  approximately  36  to  25  as  shown  in  Table  4.5. 1-1.  The  121  ARW 
KC-46A  operations  would  be  approximately  1 1  percent  of  all  aircraft  operations  at  the  airfield 
under  the  current  approved  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Update. 


Table  4,5,1-1,  Changes  to  Rickenbacker  lAP  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 

Based  on  FAR  Part  150  Baseline 


Unit 

Total  Based  KC-135 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Total  Based  KC-46A 
(Average  Daily  Airfield 
Operations) 

Change  in  Airfield  Operations  Annually 
for  Proposed  KC-46A  Operations 
(%  Change) 

121  ARW 

13,140* 

6,857 

-6,283 

(35.8) 

(25.3) 

(-47.8%) 

Note:  1.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 


Table  4. 5. 1-2  provides  details  on  the  total  airfield  operations  for  Rickenbacker  lAP  under 
Alternative  #5  using  the  current  FAR  Part  150  as  the  baseline  operations.  There  would  be  a  9.4 
percent  decrease  in  the  overall  airfield  operations  from  the  current  baseline  operations.  There 
would  be  approximately  4  percent  of  KC-46A  airfield  operations  flown  during  environmental 
night.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  not 
change  from  previously  identified  airfield  activities.  There  would  be  no  change  to  any  other 
aircraft  types  or  aircraft  flight  tracks  and  profiles  from  the  baseline  condition. 


Table  4,5,l-2,  Rickenbacker  ANGS  Aircraft  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Total* 

Grand 

Aircraft 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

NighF 

Day 

Night^ 

Total’ 

KC-46A 

3,428 

0 

3,153 

276 

6,581 

276 

6,857 

Other  Aircraft^’"* 

13,870 

13,140 

13,505 

13,505 

27,375 

26,645 

54,020 

Total 

17,298 

13,140 

16,658 

13,781 

33,956 

26,921 

60,877 

Notes:  1 .  Includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 

2.  Night  -Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 

3.  Other  Based  aircraft  and  Transient  Aircraft  (multiple  type  aircraft)  including:  Boeing  737,  747,  and  Airbus  300. 

4.  Operations  based  on  currently  approved  FAR  Part  150. 
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Figure  4.5. 1-1  depicts  Alternative  #5  noise  exposure  area  from  aircraft  operations  after  the 
conversion  from  the  current  18  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  and  Figure  4.5. 1-2 
compares  baseline  noise  contours  with  Alternative  #5  contours.  The  aircraft  operations  modeled 
include  all  current  based  and  transient  aircraft  as  depicted  in  the  2007  FAR  Part  150  Noise 
Compatibility  Noise  Update.  Table  4.5. 1-3  shows  changes  to  the  acreage  of  land  within  each 
noise  contour  under  Alternative  #5. 


Table  4,5,l-3,  Land  Areas  within  DNL  Contours  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  Affected  by  DNL 
Greater  than  65  dB  under  Baseline  and  Alternative  #5 


Noise 

Contour 

Baseline  (KC-135) 

Total  (acres) 

Alternative  #5  (KC-46A) 

Total  (acres) 

Change  Total 

(dBDNL) 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

On  Airport 

Off  Airport 

Total 

(Acres) 

65-70 

811 

417 

1,228 

799 

345 

1,144 

-84 

70-75 

478 

0 

478 

495 

0 

495 

17 

75-80 

156 

0 

156 

276 

0 

276 

120 

80-85 

265 

0 

265 

288 

0 

288 

23 

>85 

232 

0 

232 

57 

0 

57 

-175 

Total 

1,942 

417 

2,359 

1,915 

345 

2,260 

-99 

Notes:  DNL  =  Day  Night  Average  Sound  Level;  dB  =  decibel 


Under  Alternative  #5,  the  DNL  noise  contours  would  decrease  slightly  from  the  DNL  baseline 
contours.  The  reduction  is  the  result  of  fewer  KC-46A  airfield  operations  and  because  the 
KC-46A  is  generally  a  quieter  aircraft  (5  dB  quieter  on  landing  and  1  dB  louder  on  take-off)  than 
the  KC-135. 


Overall,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure  area  would 
decrease  by  approximately  99  acres,  or  4  percent,  and  would  remain  primarily  on  airport 
property  with  approximately  345  of  the  acres  off  the  airport  property  under  Alternative  #5. 
Information  regarding  the  number  of  people  residing  in  this  area  can  be  found  in  Section  4.5.1 1, 
Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children',  and  information  regarding  the  area  of 
residential  use  is  located  in  Section  4.5.7,  Land  Use. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 


4-125 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


4-126 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 


4-127 


Final  -  June  2014 


Percent  of  the  Population  Expected  to  be  Pfighly  Annoyed 

The  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  highly  annoyed  under  Alternative  #5  would  not 
be  expected  to  change  from  baseline  conditions  because  there  are  no  additional  residences 
exposed  to  levels  above  65  dB  DNL. 

Single  Event  Sound  Analysis 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  flying  profdes  would  not  change,  and  the  scheduled  flying  program 
would  not  change.  As  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A.  1.2-2  provides  representative  SELs, 
indicating  that  the  SEE  for  individual  landings  by  the  KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less  while 
take-offs  would  be  1  dB  more  than  the  KC-135.  Under  Alternative  #5,  only  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations  would  change;  there  would  be  no  change  in  where  or  when  individual  aircraft 
operate.  Elights  would  be  scheduled  for  similar  time  periods  as  currently  flown  during  the 
morning  and  afternoons,  with  approximately  4  percent  of  flights  occurring  during  environmental 
night  (after  10  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.). 

Potential  Efearing  Loss 

As  shown  in  Table  4.5. 1-3,  there  is  no  property  off  the  Rickenbacker  lAP  that  falls  within  the 
80+  dB  DNL  noise  contour;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  potential  hearing  loss  risk  associated 
with  these  areas. 

4. 5. 1.2  Construction  Noise 

There  would  be  some  minor  noise  from  construction  equipment  associated  with  construction 
activities  that  would  occur  intermittently  during  the  construction  period  (beginning  EY 
2015).  Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy  equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the 
source  (EHWA  2006).  Aviation-related  activities  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  dominate  the  local  noise 
environment  for  brief  times  on  some  days.  Equipment  used  during  the  facility  construction 
would  contribute  little  to  the  general  background  noise  levels  around  the  airfield.  Therefore, 
impacts  from  construction  under  Alternative  #5  would  be  negligible. 

4. 5. 1.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  121  ARW  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  6,283  (48  percent  decrease  from 
the  currently  published  EAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program;  and  a  1  percent  increase  in 
actual  2012  airfield  operations),  and  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise 
contour  would  decrease  by  99  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of  72  acres  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  noise  contour  that  are  off  airport-controlled  property,  resulting  in  345  acres  off  airport- 
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controlled  property  that  lie  within  the  65  dB  DNL  eontour.  There  would  be  no  potential  for 
hearing  loss  off  the  airport  and  no  inerease  in  the  pereent  of  the  population  highly  annoyed. 
Construetion  noise  would  be  loealized  and  temporary  and  would  not  add  to  the  overall  noise 
environment.  Impaets  from  noise  would  be  negligible. 

4,5,2  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  analysis  estimated  the  magnitude  of  emissions  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  eonstruetion  and  operational  aetivities  at  the  121  ARW. 
The  estimation  of  proposed  operational  emissions  is  based  on  the  net  ehange  in  emissions 
between  existing  aireraft  operations  and  projeeted  KC-46A  operations. 

As  diseussed  in  Appendix  A.2.3,  air  quality  impaets  from  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at 
Riekenbaeker  lAP  were  reviewed  for  signifieanoe  relative  to  the  PSD  threshold  for  new  major 
sourees  for  attainment  pollutants,  and  the  General  Conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for 
nonattainment  pollutants.  Beeause  the  projeet  region  within  Franklin  County  is  a  nonattainment 
area  for  O3  (marginal)  and  PM2.5,  the  de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tpy  for  O3  preeursors  NOx  and 
VOCs,  and  PM2.5,  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential  signifieanee  of  the  emissions  from  the 
KC-46A  eonversion.  For  attainment  pollutants,  the  PSD  threshold  of  250  tpy  (100,000  tpy  for 
GHGs)  was  used  as  an  indieator  of  the  potential  signifieanee  of  the  emissions  from  Alternative 
#5. 

4 . 5 .2 . 1  Operational  Emissions 

Sourees  assoeiated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Riekenbaeker  lAP 
inelude  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenanee/testing  of  aireraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite 
POV  eommutes;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sourees,  ineluding  nonroad  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  souree  emissions  would  be  unehanged. 
Operational  data  used  to  ealeulate  projeeted  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  projeet  noise  analysis.  Eaetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aireraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  eurrently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  (AECEC  2013).  The 
analysis  of  proposed  aireraft  operations  is  limited  to  operations  that  oeeur  within  the  lowest 
3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typieal  depth  of  the  atmospherie  mixing  layer  where 
the  release  of  aireraft  emissions  would  affeet  ground-level  pollutant  eoneentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  reeommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
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estimated  based  on  the  proposed  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  AFCEC  2013. 


Table  4. 5.2-1  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  Table  4. 5. 2-1  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 5. 2-1,  the  net  emissions  increases  are  below  the  PSD/Je  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 

Table  4,5,2-l,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  Emissions,  121  ARW 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMio 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

4.63 

68.57 

64.35 

6.38 

0.34 

0.34 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.11 

1.55 

0.43 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

4.55 

67.35 

3.55 

0.05 

0.15 

0.07 

Total 

9.29 

137.50 

68.48 

6.50 

0.51 

0.42 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

SO2 

PMjo 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

21.73 

77.82 

123.58 

7.78 

0.57 

0.49 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.59 

2.03 

0.54 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

POVs 

4.09 

60.59 

2.68 

0.05 

0.15 

0.07 

Total 

26.43 

140.46 

126.95 

7.90 

0.73 

0.55 

Net  Increase 

17.13 

2.96 

58.47 

1.40 

0.23 

0.15 

MOB2  Net  Emissions  Increase 
Fraction  of  Existing  Emissions 

1.84 

0.02 

0.85 

0.22 

0.45 

0.36 

PSD/</e  minimis  Threshold 

100 

250 

100 

250 

250 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned 
vehicle;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

In  addition  to  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker 
lAP  would  result  in  emissions  of  HAPs  and  GHGs.  Operational  activities  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  HAPs  that  is  below  1  ton  per  year. 
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Table  4. 5. 2-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  GHG  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP,  along  with  the  net  increase  in  comparison  with  the  baseline.  As 
shown  in  Table  4. 5. 2-2,  emissions  are  below  the  PSD  thresholds  for  GHGs. 

Table  4,5,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed 


Annual  Operational  GHG  Emissions,  121  ARW 


Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 

Baseline 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

17,562 

0.49 

0.55 

17,742 

AGE 

3,298 

0.09 

0.11 

3,333 

Engine  Tests 

183 

0.01 

0.01 

185 

POVs 

2,407 

0.00 

0.00 

2,407 

Total 

23,451 

0.58 

0.66 

23,667 

Proposed  Action 

CO2 

CH4 

N2O 

C02e 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

21,009 

0.53 

0.60 

21,206 

AGE 

3,291 

0.09 

0.11 

3,326 

Engine  Tests 

180 

0.00 

0.01 

182 

POVs 

2,430 

0.00 

0.00 

2,430 

Total 

26,909 

0.63 

0.71 

27,143 

Net  Increase 

3,458 

0.05 

0.05 

3,476 

PSD  Threshold 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  CH4  =  methane;  N2O  =  nitrous  oxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  AGE 
=  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately  owned  vehicle 


4. 5. 2.2  Construction  Emissions 

The  KC-46A  beddown  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  require  construction  and  renovation  of 
existing  airfield  facilities,  including  hangars,  buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality 
impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  construction  activities  would  occur  from  (1)  combustion 
emissions  from  heavy  equipment  and  vehicles;  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  due  to  operation 
of  equipment  on  exposed  soil.  Table  4. 5. 2-3  presents  a  summary  of  the  annual  construction 
emissions  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  As  shown  in  Table 
4. 5. 2-3,  emissions  would  be  below  the  PSD/dfe  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 
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Table  4,5,2-3,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #5 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NOx 

VOC 

SOx 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

Total  CO2, 
Metric 
tons/year 

Project  #1  -  Addition  and  Modifications 
to  Hangar  885 

0.32 

0.51 

0.09 

0.01 

0.40 

0.37 

170.43 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  883 

1.39 

2.20 

0.39 

0.04 

2.17 

1.70 

736.69 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to 

Hangar  888 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  -  Modifications  to  Existing 
Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway 

9S)1 

21.55 

2.25 

1.07 

22.37 

8.31 

5,355.66 

Project  #5  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines 
and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

0.05 

0.08 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

27.82 

Total 

11.12 

24.82 

2.80 

1.13 

25.00 

10.43 

6,413.19 

PSD/de  minimis  Threshold 

250 

100 

100 

250 

250 

250 

100,000 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide;  PSD  =  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

4. 5. 2. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  in  an  area  of  nonattainment  for  the  O3  and  PM2.5  NAAQS. 
While  there  are  increases  in  operational  criteria  pollutant  emissions,  they  are  below  the  PSD/t/e 
minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  and  are  not  significant.  Operational  GHG  emissions  are 
within  thresholds  in  the  PSD  tailoring  rule.  Impacts  from  construction  emissions  and  operational 
HAP  emissions  are  negligible. 

4.5.3  Safety 

4 . 5 . 3 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Existing  facilities  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  KC-46A 
beddown  requirements  (Headquarters  AMC  and  NGB  2013b). 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  121  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  121  ARW. 

Proposed  renovation  and  infrastructure  improvement  projects  related  to  Alternative  #5  would  not 
impact  aircraft  take-off  or  landings  or  penetrate  any  RPZs.  New  construction  is  not  proposed, 
only  existing  building  renovation;  therefore,  construction  activity  would  not  result  in  any  greater 
safety  risk  or  obstructions  to  navigation.  Operations  would  fall  within  the  same  general  types  as 
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those  that  have  historieally  oeeurred  at  Rickenbacker  lAP.  For  example,  the  KC-46A  would 
follow  established  loeal  approaeh  and  departure  patterns  used.  Therefore,  flight  aetivity  and 
subsequent  operations  would  not  require  ehanges  to  RPZs. 

To  support  the  aireraft  beddown  at  Riekenbaeker  ANGS,  some  facilities  would  require 
renovation/modification.  However,  no  construction  activities  would  involve  any  unusual  or 
extraordinary  techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety 
procedures  would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety 
requirements  and  procedures,  including  AFI  13-213,  Airfield  Driving  (2011),  would  further 
minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction  activities. 

At  present,  Rickenbacker  ANGS  has  no  QD  arcs  and  no  plans  to  store  munitions  at  the 
installation  are  proposed. 

The  proposed  construction  projects  meet  all  criteria  specified  in  the  ANG  Handbook  32-1084, 
Facility  Space  Standards.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent 
practicable  in  all  projects.  Projects  would  use  AT/FP  site  design  standards  for  siting  of  facilities, 
parking,  walkways,  and  other  features.  Renovations  would  bring  the  facilities  into  compliance 
with  UFC  4-022-01,  Security  Engineering:  Entry  Control  Facilities/Access  Control  Points  and 
UFC  4-010-01,  DoD  Minimum  Antiterrorism  Standards  for  Buildings,  providing  additional 
protection  for  the  personnel  based  there. 

4. 5. 3. 2  Flight  Safety 

Although  the  KC-46A  is  a  new  aircraft,  it  is  a  military  derivative  of  the  commercial  Boeing  767 
aircraft.  First  flown  commercially  in  1982,  more  than  1,000  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft 
have  been  produced  and  it  is  a  proven  commercial  airliner,  freighter,  and  tanker  already  in 
service  (Boeing  2012).  Mishap  statistics  for  the  commercial  Boeing  767  show  14  total  aircraft 
losses  (similar  to  a  Class  A  military  mishap  definition)  during  its  31  year  lifetime  (ASN  2013). 

Although  no  facilities  are  proposed  that  would  affect  navigable  airspace,  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
would  comply  with  14  CFR  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace,  as  appropriate, 
should  they  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

To  augment  airborne  training  missions,  pilots  flying  the  KC-46A  would  use  simulators 
extensively.  Simulator  training  includes  all  facets  of  flight  operations  and  comprehensive 
emergency  procedures.  The  sophistication  and  fidelity  of  current  simulators  and  related 
computer  programs  are  commensurate  with  the  advancements  made  in  aircraft  technology  and 
are  extremely  realistic.  These  factors  should  minimize  risk  associated  with  mishaps  due  to  pilot 
error. 
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Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  an  inerease  of  approximately  6  pereent  in  121  ARW  annual 
operations  (1  percent  in  total  Rickenbacker  lAP  airfield  operations)  compared  to  existing 
conditions.  This  negligible  increase  in  take-offs,  landings,  proficiency  training,  and  other  flights 
would  not  result  in  a  measurable  change  in  the  safety  risk  to  aircrews  and  personnel. 

The  proposed  change  in  airfield  flight  operations  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  opportunity 
for  aircraft  mishaps,  including  BASH  incidents;  however,  the  expected  rate  of  mishaps  or  BASH 
incidents  would  not  be  expected  to  change  from  current  conditions.  In  addition,  current  airfield 
safety  procedures  discussed  previously  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and  additional  airfield 
flight  operations  would  adhere  to  established  safety  procedures. 

Given  the  low  likelihood  for  an  aircraft  accident  or  BASH  mishap  to  occur  in  the  local  airfield 
area  and  even  lower  likelihood  for  civilians  to  be  impacted,  impacts  to  safety  in  the  vicinity  of 
Rickenbacker  lAP  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

The  KC-46A  will  have  the  capability  to  jettison  fuel  for  emergency  situations.  Military  policy  is 
to  avoid  fuel  jettisons,  unless  safety  of  flight  dictates  an  immediate  jettison,  and  requires  senior 
officer  approval  before  fuel  jettison,  unless  under  emergency  situations.  Records  of  KC-135  fuel 
jettison  events  reveal  that  such  circumstances  are  rare,  occurring  in  slightly  less  than  two  sorties 
per  thousand  (Headquarters  AMC  2013).  Additionally,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  will 
have  the  capability  to  land  fully  loaded  with  fuel  so  long  as  adequate  runway  length  and  braking 
capability  are  available  (Headquarters  AMC  2013),  which  could  potentially  lessen  the  need  to 
jettison  fuel  in  certain  circumstances.  Based  on  information  provided  by  Boeing,  landing  the 
KC-46A  above  maximum  landing  weight  is  not  prohibited;  however,  it  does  drive  costly 
inspection  requirements.  To  land  above  maximum  landing  weight  routinely  could  reduce  the 
fatigue  life  of  the  airplane  (Headquarters  AMC  2013). 

4. 5. 3. 3  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  a  6  percent  increase  in  actual  121  ARW  airfield  operations  (1  percent  increase  in 
total  airfield  operations)  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  with  a  commensurate  increase  in  mishap  and 
BASH  potential.  Construction  activities  would  involve  no  unusual  or  extraordinary 
techniques.  During  construction  and  modifications,  standard  construction  safety  procedures 
would  be  employed,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable  standard  industrial  safety  requirements 
and  procedures  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with  these  construction 
activities.  Impacts  to  safety  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 
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4.5,4  Soils  and  Water 

4.5.4.1  Soils 

Under  Alternative  #5,  new  eonstruetion  would  consist  of  five  separate  projects  resulting  in 
368,330  SF  (8.5  acres)  of  new  construction  footprint  and  14,660  SF  (0.3  acre)  of  new  impervious 
surface  (Table  2.3-29).  These  proposed  construction  projects  for  aircraft  conversion  would  meet 
all  criteria  specified  in  ANG  Handbook  32-1084,  Facility  Space  Standards. 

Proposed  construction  under  Alternative  #5  would  occur  primarily  on  Crosby-Urban  land 
complex  (0  to  2  percent  slopes),  with  a  small  amount  of  the  new  construction  footprint  on 
Kokomo-Urban  land  complex.  Crosby-Urban  land  complex  is  not  rated  in  road  or  small 
commercial  building  development  and  may  require  onsite  investigation  and  evaluation  for  most 
land  use  decisions  to  identify  any  potential  limitations  (NRCS  2013).  There  is  no  proposed 
construction  on  any  farmland;  therefore,  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to 
Alternative  #5. 

Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  approximately  368,330  SF  (8.5  acres)  of  temporary  soil 
disturbance  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts  to  soil  and 
water  resources  associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  sedimentation  during  construction  activity,  and 
standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the  121  ARW  SWPPP  (121  ARW  2009)  would  be 
implemented  during  and  following  the  construction  period.  Such  practices  could  include  the  use 
of  well-maintained  silt  fences  or  straw  wattles,  minimizing  surficial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization 
of  cut/fill  slopes,  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  covering  of 
soil  stockpiles,  as  appropriate. 

A  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  activities  with 
the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while 
soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  An  NOI  must  be  filed  with  the  state  of  Ohio 
to  obtain  coverage  under  the  Storm  Water  Discharge  from  Small  and  Large  Construction 
Activities  (General  Permit  No.  OH000004)  prior  to  implementation  of  individual  projects. 
Construction  activities  subject  to  this  permit  include  clearing,  grading,  and  disturbances  to  the 
ground  such  as  stockpiling  or  excavation.  Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and 
appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  earth  resources  as  a  result  of  implementation  of 
Alternative  #5  would  be  minimal. 

4. 5. 4.2  Surface  Water 

As  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  approximately  14,660  SF  (0.3 
acre)  of  new  impervious  surface  from  the  proposed  construction  (Figure  4. 5.4-1).  This  could 
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result  in  localized  increases  in  stormwater  runoff  volume  and  intensity,  in  addition  to  increases  in 
total  suspended  particulates  to  nearby  surface  waters.  However,  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210- 
10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438,  any  increase  in  surface  water  runoff  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use  of  temporary  and/or 
permanent  drainage  management  features.  The  integration  of  LID  design  concepts  incorporates 
site  design  and  stormwater  management  to  maintain  the  site’s  pre-development  runoff  rates  and 
volumes  to  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  increases  in  impervious 
surface  area. 

Increased  runoff  and  peak  discharge  volumes  as  a  result  of  increases  to  impervious  surface  can 
be  managed  by  appropriately  designed  conveyance  structures  (such  as  roadways,  channels,  and 
culverts)  in  accordance  with  site-specific  engineering  standards  that  take  into  consideration  the 
influence  of  surface  water  drainage  within,  adjacent  to,  and  downstream  of  the  project.  In 
addition,  implementing  features  that  manage  surface  water  runoff  into  the  design  of  the  project 
would  avoid  or  minimize  conflicts  with  city,  county,  state,  or  federal  regulations  and  prevent 
adversely  affecting  adjacent  properties  and/or  the  project  area  itself  Such  measures  could 
include: 

•  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space, 

•  installation  of  retention/detention  basins  for  water  recharge  or  for  release  of  runoff  at 
predetermined  times  to  minimize  peak  discharges, 

•  the  use  of  porous  materials,  such  as  pavers  or  gravel,  for  driveway  and  walkway 
construction,  and 

•  directing  runoff  toward  permeable  areas,  such  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions. 

Implementation  of  these  measures,  as  necessary  and  appropriate,  would  ensure  that  impacts  to 
surface  water  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5  would  be  minimal. 
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4. 5. 4. 3  Groundwater 

As  a  result  of  Alternative  #5,  the  inerease  in  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaee  (0.3  aere)  would 
also  result  in  a  deerease  in  groundwater  reeharge.  However,  as  noted  above,  any  inerease  in 
surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the  use 
of  permit-related  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  as 
detention/retention  basins  and  standard  construction  practices  as  described  in  the  121  ARW 
SWPPP  (121  ARW  2009).  The  integration  of  water  harvesting  and  natural  open  space  into 
project  design  would  further  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  due  to  increased  impervious 
surface.  The  use  of  these  features  would  also  increase  groundwater  recharge  through  direct 
percolation  offsetting  the  loss  of  pervious  surface  due  to  future  construction.  Additionally,  the 
impervious  surface  area  resulting  from  the  proposed  activities  would  not  be  one  continuous, 
hardened  surface.  Rather,  the  impervious  surfaces  would  occupy  several  smaller  areas,  which 
would  further  minimize  localized  impacts  to  groundwater  recharge. 

4. 5. 4.4  Floodplains 

Proposed  construction  activities  at  the  installation  would  not  occur  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  zone.  As  such,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  floodplains  under  this  alternative. 

4. 5. 4. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

There  would  be  approximately  8.5  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance  and  0.3  acre  of  new 
impervious  surface  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  To  minimize  potential  impacts 
associated  with  erosion,  runoff,  and  sedimentation,  standard  construction  practices  would  be 
implemented.  Proposed  construction  would  not  impact  prime  farmlands;  therefore  the  Farmland 
Protection  Policy  Act  does  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  Therefore,  impacts  to  soil  and  water 
resources  would  be  negligible. 

4.5.5  Biological  Resources 

4.5.5. 1  Vegetation 

Construction  of  new  facilities  associated  with  Alternative  #5  at  the  121  ARW  installation  would 
occur  on  currently  paved  areas  or  actively  managed  (i.e.,  mowed  and  landscaped)  areas,  and 
would  result  in  an  increase  of  14,660  SF  (0.3  acre)  of  impervious  surfaces.  No  native  vegetation 
would  be  impacted.  Impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  would  be  negligible  due  to  the 
lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  area. 
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4.5. 5. 2  Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  #5,  impaets  to  wildlife  due  to  eonstruetion  would  be  minor.  Noise  assoeiated 
with  eonstruetion  may  also  eause  wildlife  to  temporarily  avoid  the  area,  ineluding  those  that  are 
proteeted  under  the  MBTA  and  may  eause  them  to  temporarily  leave  the  area.  Noise  assoeiated 
with  exeavating,  as  well  as  an  inerease  in  general  industrial  aetivity  and  human  presenee,  eould 
evoke  reaetions  in  birds.  Disturbed  nests  in  the  immediate  vieinity  of  eonstruetion  aetivity 
would  be  suseeptible  to  abandonment  and  depredation.  However,  bird  and  wildlife  populations 
in  the  vieinity  of  the  airport  where  projeet  eomponents  would  oeeur  are  aeeustomed  to  elevated 
noise  assoeiated  with  aircraft  and  general  military  industrial  use.  As  a  result,  indirect  impacts 
from  construction  such  as  dust  and  noise  are  expected  to  be  minimal  because  the  ambient  noise 
levels  within  the  vicinity  are  high  under  existing  conditions  and  would  be  unlikely  to 
substantially  increase  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of  the  proposed  construction 
and  modifications. 

Under  Alternative  #5,  impacts  to  wildlife  due  to  noise  from  proposed  operations  would  be  minor. 
Bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  are  also  an  inevitable  hazard  associated  with  military  aircraft 
training.  Under  Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  the  same  airfield  environment  as 
the  current  aircraft.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  be  projected 
to  increase  slightly  by  approximately  6  percent  from  the  2012  baseline  operations  (1  percent 
increase  in  total  airfield  operations)  found  in  Table  2.3-27.  This  negligible  increase  in  levels  of 
operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  negligible  increase  in  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Adherence  to  the  existing,  BASH 
program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  (see  Section  4.5.3,  Safety).  The 
121  ARW  has  developed  procedures  designed  to  minimize  the  occurrence  of  bird/wildlife 
aircraft  strikes,  and  has  documented  detailed  procedures  to  monitor  and  react  to  heightened  risk 
of  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes.  When  risk  increases,  limits  are  placed  on  low-altitude  flight  and 
some  types  of  training  (e.g.,  multiple  approaches,  closed  pattern  work)  in  the  airport 
environment.  Special  briefings  are  provided  to  pilots  whenever  the  potential  exists  for  increased 
bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  within  the  airspace. 

4. 5. 5. 3  Special  Status  Species 

No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  known  to  occur  on  Rickenbacker  lAP,  and 
there  is  only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  due  to  lack  of  habitat.  Therefore,  there  would  be 
no  effect  on  federally  listed  species.  In  an  email  dated  April  7,  2014,  the  USFWS  has  concurred 
with  this  determination  (see  Appendix  B,  Section  B6).  Only  one  state  listed  species,  the  Northern 
Harrier,  is  currently  known  to  occur  on  Rickenbacker  lAP,  and  there  is  only  low  potential  for 
others  to  occur  due  to  lack  of  habitat.  Impacts  to  the  Northern  Harrier  would  be  similar  to  those 
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impacts  described  under  wildlife.  Indirect  impacts  to  the  Northern  Harrier  from  construction 
such  as  dust  and  noise  are  expected  to  be  minimal  beeause  the  ambient  noise  levels  within  the 
vieinity  are  relatively  high  under  existing  conditions  and  would  be  unlikely  to  substantially 
inerease  by  the  relatively  minor  and  temporary  nature  of  the  proposed  construetion  and 
modifieations.  In  addition,  noise  from  proposed  operations  would  be  minor  as  total  airfield 
operations  are  projected  to  increase  slightly  by  approximately  1  pereent  from  baseline.  This 
negligible  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  negligible  increase  in 
opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  oecur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds. 
However,  adherence  to  the  existing  BASH  program  would  minimize  the  risk  of  bird/wildlife 
aireraft  strikes  (see  Seetion  4.5.3,  Safety).  Impacts  due  to  construction  noise  and  from  proposed 
operations  would  be  minor. 

4. 5. 5. 4  Wetlands 

There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  oceur  within  the  vieinity  of  the  proposed  projeet  footprints. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  occur  as  a  result  of  Alternative  #5. 

4. 5. 5. 5  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  of  new  faeilities  assoeiated  with  this  alternative  would  occur  primarily  on  currently 
paved  or  aetively  managed  areas.  Therefore  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  negligible.  There 
would  be  no  impacts  to  wetlands.  Impacts  to  wildlife  and  sensitive  species  from  operational 
noise  would  be  minor  due  to  the  6  percent  increase  in  121  ARW  airfield  operations.  This 
small  inerease  in  the  airfield  operations  may  also  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird- 
aircraft  strikes  to  oceur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Impacts  to  state  listed  species 
would  be  minor.  No  federally  listed  species  or  eritical  habitat  is  known  to  oecur  on 
Rickenbacker  lAP,  therefore  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  federally  listed  speeies. 

4.5,6  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  direct  impacts  to  cultural  resources  examined  in  this  analysis  include  effects  to 
archaeological  sites  due  to  ground  disturbing  activities  during  construction  or  modification  to 
buildings.  Indirect  impacts  from  an  increase  in  personnel  from  1,497  to  1,694  would  be 
negligible  as  personnel  would  primarily  be  confined  to  the  developed  areas  on  the  installation, 
which  lack  cultural  resources. 

4.5.6. 1  Archaeological  Resourees 

There  is  one  significant  archaeological  resource  located  at  the  121  ARW  at  Rickenbacker  lAP. 
This  is  a  multi-component  site  that  is  considered  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  ground  disturbing 
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activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  not  occur  near  the  archaeological  resource  and 
therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  the  site.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or 
human  remains  are  identified  during  construction,  all  activities  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  would 
cease  and  the  Environmental  Manager  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the 
discovery.  Under  these  conditions,  there  would  be  no  impact  to  archaeological  resources  under 
Alternative  #5. 

4. 5. 6.2  Architectural  Resources 

Two  of  the  hangars  (885  and  888)  proposed  for  additions,  modifications,  and  renovations  are 
eligible  to  the  NRHP.  The  Ohio  SHPO  concurred  with  this  eligibility  determination  (121  ARW 
201  Id).  Hangar  885  would  have  an  addition  and  renovations  inside  to  house  the  new  aircraft  and 
support  facilities.  Because  these  renovations  would  alter  the  exterior  appearance  of  a  structure 
that  is  considered  eligible  because  of  its  design,  the  construction  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on 
a  historic  property.  Modification  to  Hangar  888  would  all  be  interior;  however,  they  could  have 
an  adverse  effect  to  this  NRHP-eligible  resource.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  have 
developed  a  Programmatic  Agreement  stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the 
MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  further  consultation  would  be  conducted  to  minimize  and  mitigate 
adverse  effects  to  these  buildings  (see  Appendix  B,  Section  B3).  The  third  hangar  with  proposed 
changes  (additions)  under  this  alternative  is  Hangar  883.  This  structure  has  not  been  inventoried; 
however,  it  was  constructed  in  2000  and  is  therefore  less  than  50  years  old,  is  not  a  Cold  War-era 
resource,  and  is  not  exceptionally  significant  (eligible  to  the  NRHP  under  Criterion 
Consideration  G).  For  these  reasons,  it  is  not  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  this  determination  and  agrees  that  no  adverse  effects  to  this  structure  would  result 
from  the  proposed  action. 

4. 5. 6. 3  Traditional  Resources 

No  traditional  resources  have  been  identified  at  the  121  ARW  installation  and  the  highly 
developed  nature  of  the  installation  makes  it  unlikely  to  contain  any  such  resources. 
Government-to-government  consultation  for  this  action  has  been  conducted  with  each  federally- 
recognized  Tribe  associated  with  the  121  ARW  installation  in  recognition  of  their  status  as 
sovereign  nations,  to  provide  information  regarding  tribal  concerns  per  Section  106  of  the  NRHP 
as  well  as  information  on  traditional  resources  that  may  be  present  on  or  near  the  installation. 
Five  responses  have  been  received.  The  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma  has  sent  a 
response  stating  that  according  to  their  reviews  no  traditional  resources  exist  on  the  121  ARW 
installation  (see  Appendix  B2  and  Stacy  2013).  On  January  17,  2014,  the  Shawnee  Tribe  stated 
that  they  had  no  objection  to  the  Proposed  Action  via  telephone  call.  On  January  22,  2014  the 
Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota  stated  that  they  had  no  objection  to 
the  Proposed  Action  via  telephone  call.  On  February  4,  2014,  the  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi 
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Indians  stated  that  they  had  no  objeetion  to  the  Proposed  Aetion  via  telephone  eall.  The 
Delaware  Nation  stated  via  telephone  on  April  3,  2014  that  they  had  no  objeetion  to  the  Proposed 
Aetion.  Letters  and  written  eorrespondenee  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  ealls  and 
emails  in  an  effort  to  inerease  aceessibility  and  eneourage  eommunieation  in  the  event  a  Tribe 
would  have  any  eoneems  regarding  the  Proposed  Aetion  or  land  below  the  affeeted  or  proposed 
airspaee  areas.  Correspondenee  sent  to  the  tribes  and  follow-up  efforts  are  loeated  in  Appendix 
B2.  Additional  efforts  were  made  to  eontaet  non-responsive  tribes  without  sueeess  (see 
Appendix  B2).  While  the  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes  and  will 
eontinue  to  eonsult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes, 
Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  proposed  alternative  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
now  complete. 

4. 5. 6.4  Summary  of  Impacts 

Construction  activities  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  would  be  limited  to  the  developed  areas  of  the 
installation,  primarily  in  the  areas  of  the  aircraft  hangars  and  airfield  pavements,  where  no 
archaeological  resources  are  known.  Additionally,  the  installation  has  been  surveyed  for 
archaeological  resources  and  no  NRHP-eligible  resources  were  discovered.  The  Ohio  SHPO  has 
concurred  with  the  findings  of  the  archaeological  survey  (Snyder  2007).  One  significant 
archaeological  resource  was  recorded  prior  to  the  2007  installation-wide  survey.  This  site  is  not 
within  the  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  not  be  impacted  by  the  Proposed  Action.  Two 
NRHP-eligible  hangars  (883  and  885)  could  be  adversely  impacted  by  construction  under  this 
alternative.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  have  developed  a  Programmatic 
Agreement  stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown, 
further  consultation  would  be  conducted  to  minimize  and  mitigate  adverse  effects  to  these 
buildings.  Therefore,  with  completion  of  Section  106  consultation,  no  adverse  impacts  are 
anticipated  to  cultural  resources  at  the  121  ARW  installation  under  Alternative  #5. 

4,5,7  Land  Use 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  land  use  resulting  from  Alternative  #5  would  be  from  noise. 
As  shown  in  Table  4. 5. 7-1  and  Figure  4. 5. 7-1,  areas  outside  of  the  airport  boundaries  currently 
exposed  to  DNLs  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  72  acres,  overall.  By  zoning  districts. 
Industrial  areas  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  to  70  dB  would  decrease  by  approximately  2  acres. 
Public  and  Utility  areas  would  decrease  slightly  (less  than  1  acre  each).  Agricultural  areas  would 
decrease  by  approximately  36  acres,  and  non-designated  lands  would  decrease  by  approximately 
33  acres.  No  houses,  churches,  schools  or  other  sensitive  noise  receptors  are  located  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  off-airport  noise  contour  areas.  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  aircraft  operations 
and  noise  can  be  found  in  Section  4.5.1,  Noise.  Therefore,  Alternative  #5  is  compatible  with 
current  land  use  and  zoning  designations  and  would  result  in  minor  beneficial  impacts. 
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Table  4,5,7-l,  Change  in  Acres  Affected  by  Noise  Levels  Above  65  dB  DNL  Outside  the 


Rickenbacker  lAP  Boundary 


Land  Use 

65  dB  TO  70  dB  DNL 

Baseline 

Proposed 

Change 

Industrial 

5.3 

3.1 

-2.2 

Public  Exempt 

0.3 

0.1 

-0.2 

Utilities 

0.8 

0.3 

-0.5 

Agricultural 

342.1 

306.1 

-36.0 

Non-designated 

68.5 

35.4 

-33.1 

Total  Area 

417 

345 

-72.0 
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Figure  4,5,7-l,  DNL  Noise  Contours  and  Land  Use 
Under  Alternative  #5  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 

Source:  Pickaway  County  2013.  Franklin  County  Zoning  2013.  Rickenbacker  lAP  2005 
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4.5.7. 1  Summary  of  Impacts 

The  number  of  airfield  operations  would  decrease  by  6,283  (48  pereent  deerease)  from  the 
eurrently  published  FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program,  and  the  aereage  within  the  65 
dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  eontour  would  decrease  by  99  acres.  There  would  be  a  decrease  of 
72  acres  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  eontour  that  are  off  airport-eontrolled  property,  resulting  in 
345  aeres  off  airport-eontrolled  property  that  lie  within  the  65  dB  eontour.  Current  land  use  and 
zoning  designations  would  not  ehange  due  to  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A.  This  alternative  would 
result  in  negligible  impacts  in  off-airport  areas  exposed  to  noise  levels  above  65  dB  DNL. 
Airport  Hazard  Areas  would  not  be  affeeted. 

4,5.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

4.5.8. 1  Potable  Water 

Water  consumption  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  under  Alternative  #5  as  a  result  of  the 
inerease  in  personnel;  however,  an  inerease  in  184  personnel  on  the  installation  would  not  be 
expected  to  impaet  regional  water  supply.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  water  (e.g.,  if  used  to 
eontrol  dust)  could  also  increase  during  demolition  and  eonstruetion  phases.  However,  this 
inerease  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  not  be  expeeted  to  impact  regional 
water  supply. 

4. 5. 8.2  Wastewater 

Wastewater  generation  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  slightly  as  a  result  of  the  inerease  in  184 
personnel  on  the  installation.  However,  there  have  been  no  defieiencies  identified  with  the 
existing  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  the  existing  sanitary  sewer  system  is  generally  adequate 
to  serve  the  facilities  proposed  under  this  alternative. 

4. 5. 8. 3  Stormwater 

Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  an  up  to  368,330  SF  (8.5  aeres)  of  temporary  soil 
disturbanee  as  a  result  of  proposed  eonstruetion.  The  proposed  eonstruetion  activities  could 
temporarily  impaet  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  (see  Seetion  4.5.4,  Soils  and  Water)-, 
however,  through  implementation  of  appropriate  standard  construction  practices  (as  described 
previously),  preventative  maintenanee,  and  periodie  inspections  and  sampling  to  detect  risk  to 
stormwater,  espeeially  during  aetive  eonstruetion  activity,  no  impacts  would  be  expeeted  to  the 
existing  stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 
Rickenbacker  ANGS 


4-145 


Final  -  June  2014 


In  addition,  there  would  be  an  inerease  in  up  to  14,660  SF  (0.3  aere)  of  new  impervious  surfaee. 
The  addition  of  new  impervious  surfaees  would  potentially  inerease  stormwater  runoff  volume 
and  peak  diseharge  rates;  however,  as  diseussed  in  further  detail  in  Seetion  4.5.4,  Soils  and 
Water,  stormwater  runoff  inereases  would  be  managed  sueh  that  discharge  exiting  each  site  post¬ 
construction  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  existing  conditions  in  accordance  with  UFC  3-210-10 
and  EISA  Section  438.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  ensure  that  impacts  to  the 
stormwater  drainage  system  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5  would  be  minimal. 

4. 5. 8.4  Electrical  and  Natural  Gas  Systems 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel,  and  the  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  require 
additional  electricity.  However,  any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  Alternative  #5 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  EEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
conservation.  Therefore,  average  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  remain  consistent  or 
decrease  compared  to  energy  consumption  associated  with  existing  facilities. 

Construction  activity  associated  with  Alternative  #5  could  result  in  some  temporary  interruption 
of  utility  services  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary,  occurring  briefly 
during  active  construction  periods.  In  addition,  the  demand  for  energy  (primarily  electricity) 
could  increase  slightly  during  demolition  and  construction  phases.  The  energy  supply  at  the 
installation  and  in  the  region  is  adequate  and  would  not  be  affected  by  this  temporary  increase  in 
demand. 

4. 5. 8. 5  Solid  Waste  Management 

The  building  space  and  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  generate  construction  and  demolition 
debris  requiring  landfill  disposal.  Construction  activities  would  result  in  approximately  368,330 
SE  of  additions  and  alterations  to  existing  facilities  and  14,660  SE  of  new  building  construction. 
Using  a  multiplier  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  determine  solid  waste  generation,  it  was  estimated 
that  proposed  renovations  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  generate  4,342,61 1  pounds  (2,171  tons)  of 
renovation  debris  requiring  landfill  disposal  and  proposed  new  construction  at  Rickenbacker  lAP 
would  generate  63,624  pounds  (32  tons)  of  construction  debris  (USEPA  2009).  Therefore,  the 
total  amount  of  construction  and  demolition  debris  generated  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  be 
2,203  tons. 
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Solid  waste  generated  at  Riekenbacker  lAP  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  eould  result 
in  impaets  to  solid  waste  management  faeilities  in  the  area.  The  Franklin  County  Landfill  has  a 
remaining  life  expeetaney  of  24  years  and  a  permitted  throughput  of  1,020,659  tons  per  year 
(Solid  Waste  Authority  of  Central  Ohio  2011).  The  2,203  tons  of  proposed  eonstruetion  debris 
generated  at  Rickenbaeker  lAP  would  represent  0.2  pereent  of  the  yearly  eapaeity  of  the  landfill. 
Impaets  to  loeal  landfills  would  not  be  expeeted  to  exeeed  the  permitted  throughput  or  eontribute 
significantly  to  the  remaining  capacity. 

Off-installation  contractors  completing  construction  and  demolition  projects  at  the  121  ARW 
installation  would  be  responsible  for  disposing  of  waste  generated  from  these  activities. 
Contractors  would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  for  the 
collection  and  disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  from  the  installation.  Much  of  this  material  can 
be  recycled  or  reused,  or  otherwise  diverted  from  landfills.  EO  13514,  Federal  Leadership  in 
Environmental,  Energy,  and  Economic  Performance,  sets  a  target  diversion  rate  of  50  percent  for 
recycling  and  waste  diversion  for  DoD  facilities  by  2015,  including  construction  and  demolition 
waste;  compliance  with  EO  13514  would  further  minimize  the  increase  in  solid  waste  generation 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction.  All  non-recyclable  construction  and  demolition  waste 
would  be  collected  in  a  dumpster  until  removal.  Construction  and  demolition  waste 
contaminated  with  hazardous  waste,  ACM,  EBP,  or  other  undesirable  components  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  API  32-7042,  Waste  Management  (2009). 

4. 5. 8. 6  Transportation 

Construction  equipment  would  be  driven  to  proposed  construction  areas  and  would  be  kept  on¬ 
site  for  the  duration  of  the  respective  activity.  Construction  workers  would  drive  daily  in  their 
personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  In  general,  construction  traffic  would  result 
in  increases  in  the  use  of  on-installation  roadways  during  construction  activities;  however, 
increases  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent,  occurring  only  during  active  construction 
periods. 

The  number  of  authorized  personnel  on  the  installation  would  increase  by  1 84  under  Alternative 
#5  (see  Table  2.3-30).  The  increase  in  personnel  would  create  a  potential  184  additional  one¬ 
way  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  installation  during  morning  and  evening  peak  periods  for  these 
additional  personnel.  Assuming  that  each  person  makes  two  trips  per  day,  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  #5  would  add  an  additional  368  trips  onto  the  existing  roadway  network  after  the 
construction  phase  is  complete.  However,  regional  roads  used  to  access  the  installation  as  well 
as  those  located  on  the  installation  have  sufficient  capacity  to  manage  this  increase  in  traffic 
without  substantial  impacts  to  circulation.  Therefore,  impacts  to  transportation  infrastructure 
would  not  be  significant  under  Alternative  #5. 
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4. 5. 8. 7  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  from  this  alternative  would  not  be  expeeted  sinee  there  have  been  no  deficiencies 
identified  with  the  existing  systems,  and  it  is  expeeted  that  the  existing  infrastrueture  is  generally 
adequate  to  serve  the  faeilities  and  inereased  personnel  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Impaets 
to  infrastrueture  resulting  from  eonstruetion  would  be  negligible  sinee  any  interruption  of  utility 
services  or  increase  demand  on  infrastrueture  would  be  temporary  and  infrequent.  Impaets  to 
infrastrueture  would  be  negligible. 

4,5.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

4 . 5 . 9 . 1  Hazardous  Materials 

A  HMMP  has  been  developed  for  the  KC-46A  program.  Training  activities  and  other  functions 
would  be  expeeted  to  remain  similar  between  the  KC-46A  and  existing  KC-135  aireraft.  The 
types  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expeeted  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenanee  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet.  However,  unlike  the  KC-135,  the  KC-46A  aireraft  will  be  free  of  ODSs.  ODSs  were 
typieally  used  as  part  of  the  fire  suppression  systems  on  aireraft;  ODS  use  and/or  storage  would 
no  longer  be  required  under  the  Proposed  Actions. 

The  KC-46A  aireraft  has  been  designed  with  a  foeus  on  reduetion  of  hazardous  materials  sueh 
that  hazardous  materials  eurrently  required  for  maintenanee,  operations,  and  materials  on  or 
assoeiated  with  the  new  aircraft  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  the  existing  aireraft  (Boeing 
2011).  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated  for  one 
KC-46A  aireraft  for  maintenanee  aetivities  would  be  slightly  less  than  that  generated  for  one 
KC-135  aircraft  since  the  KC-46A  has  two  engines  as  opposed  to  the  four  engines  for  the 
KC-135.  Furthermore,  the  KC-46A  is  a  newer  aireraft  and  is  expeeted  to  need  less  maintenanee 
than  the  older  KC-135  aircrafts. 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the  121  ARW  would  inerease  from 
7,215  to  8,040  (an  11  pereent  inerease);  therefore,  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  (e.g., 
fuels,  oils)  used  during  operations  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  eommensurately  from  what  is 
eurrently  used  to  maintain  the  KC-135  fleet  (see  Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.9,  for  more  details). 
Additionally,  it  is  expeeted  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  eonstruetion  activities,  because  various  fuels  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline)  would  be 
required  to  run  earth  moving  equipment  and  power  tools  and  to  provide  eleetrieity  and  lighting 
as  eonditions  warrant.  Proeedures  for  hazardous  material  management  established  for  the  121 
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ARW  installation  would  continue  to  be  followed  in  future  operations  assoeiated  with  Alternative 
#5  and  as  required  during  all  eonstruetion  and  renovation  aetivities. 

Toxic  Substances 

Under  Alternative  #5,  additions  to  Hangars  885  and  883  are  proposed,  and  internal  renovations 
to  Hangar  888  are  proposed.  Lead  abatement  was  eondueted  in  2004  at  Buildings  885  and  888. 
Aeeording  to  the  1995  asbestos  report,  Hangars  885  and  883  were  found  to  eontain  no  ACM. 
Building  883  was  built  in  the  year  2000  and  therefore  it  is  assumed  that  it  does  not  eontain  any 
LBP  or  ACM.  Any  struetures  proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspeeted 
for  ACM  and  LBP  aeeording  to  established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or 
demolition  aetivities.  All  ACM  would  be  properly  removed  and  disposed  of  prior  to  or  during 
demolition  in  aecordanee  with  40  CFR  61.40  through  157.  All  LBP  would  be  managed  and 
disposed  of  in  aeeordanee  with  TSCA,  OSHA  regulations,  Ohio  requirements  (regarding  site 
work  praetiees  for  buildings  with  LBP),  and  established  ANG  proeedures.  Materials,  especially 
discarded  oil  produets,  would  be  sereened  for  PCB  eontamination  prior  to  disposal. 

4. 5. 9. 2  Hazardous  Waste  Management 

The  type  of  hazardous  waste  streams  generated  by  KC-46A  operations  would  be  expeeted  to 
remain  similar  to  those  being  generated  by  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  with  the  exception  of 
ODSs,  whieh  would  not  be  required  with  the  KC-46A.  Additionally,  the  two  aireraft  require  the 
same  types  of  hazardous  materials  for  their  maintenanee  and  operations  (e.g.,  fuels,  oils).  Under 
Alternative  #5,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  would  inerease  approximately  11  pereent; 
therefore,  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  eommensurately  (see 
Appendix  A,  Seetion  A.9,  for  more  details).  Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used 
filters,  oily  rags,  ete.)  would  eontinue  to  be  managed  in  aeeordanee  with  the  installation’s 
Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations. 
Additionally,  no  ehanges  to  the  installation’s  small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expeeted 
to  oeeur  due  to  the  inerease  in  hazardous  waste  generation  from  aireraft  operations. 

4. 5. 9. 3  Environmental  Restoration  Program 

In  aeeordanee  with  API  32-7020,  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program,  eonstruetion, 
modifieations  and/or  additions  to  existing  buildings  ean  oeeur  on  or  in  proximity  to  existing  ERP 
sites.  Aeeordingly,  the  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  installation  planners,  ERP  managers, 
design  engineers)  must  eonsider  a  eompatible  land  use  based  on  eurrent  site  eonditions  and  the 
selected  or  projected  remedial  action  alternatives.  Construction  should  be  sited  and  designed  to 
minimize  life-cyele  eosts  to  inelude  those  assoeiated  with  impaets  from  existing  eontaminated 
sites.  If  the  potential  for  uncharacterized  ERP  sites  exist,  the  installation  is  responsible  for 
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identifying  existing  eontamination  at  the  proposed  eonstruetion  sites  to  avoid  unknowingly 
loeating  eonstruetion  projeets  in  areas  with  eontamination.  The  installation  is  responsible  for 
performing  neeessary  environmental  baseline  surveys,  aeeomplishing  environmental  impaet 
analysis  proeess  requirements,  and  for  otherwise  informing  itself  about  existing  site  eonditions 
and  their  assoeiated  eost  impacts  in  preparation  for  a  construction  project.  When  warranted  by 
the  site  history,  environmental  restoration  funds  may  be  used  to  accomplish  RCRA  facility 
assessments,  or  preliminary  assessments  and  site  inspections  undertaken  in  accordance  with  the 
CERCLA  process,  or  similar  site  investigations  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  laws  for 
suspected  releases.  To  the  extent  that  a  construction  project  generates  actions  to  address 
contamination,  or  a  need  to  change  the  timing  of  ERP-generated  actions  to  address 
contamination,  the  costs  of  such  actions  are  not  Environmental  Restoration  Account-eligible  and 
shall  be  funded  as  part  of  the  construction  project.  This  includes  the  handling,  mitigation,  and 
disposal  or  other  disposition  of  contamination  discovered  before  or  during  the  construction 
activity. 

The  removal  and  disposal  of  contamination  unexpectedly  encountered  within  the  construction 
project  footprint  during  the  execution  of  a  construction  project  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  the 
construction  project  using  construction  project  funds  which  may  include  other  MIECON  funds 
reprogrammed  to  a  MIECON  construction  project.  Construction  contractor  costs  (such  as  direct 
delay  costs  and  unabsorbed  or  extended  overhead)  incidental  to  discovery  and  removal  of  the 
contamination  will  be  construction  project  funded  to  the  extent  that  the  government  is 
responsible  and  liable  for  such  costs. 

Vapor  intrusion  should  be  evaluated  when  volatile  chemicals  are  present  in  soil,  soil  gas,  or 
groundwater  that  underlies  existing  structures  or  has  the  potential  to  underlie  future  buildings 
and  there  may  be  a  complete  human  exposure  pathway.  Due  to  their  physical  properties,  volatile 
chemicals  can  migrate  through  unsaturated  soil  and  into  the  indoor  air  of  buildings  located  near 
zones  of  subsurface  contamination. 

One  ERP  site.  Site  #46,  overlaps  with  the  proposed  fuel  line  under  Alternative  #5  (Eigure 
4. 5. 9-1).  This  site,  which  is  closed,  was  investigated  as  part  of  a  jet  fuel  pipeline  investigation. 
Petroleum  contamination  levels  for  this  site  were  found  to  be  below  Bureau  of  Einderground 
Storage  Tank  Regulation  limits;  therefore,  it  is  not  expected  to  pose  a  vapor  intrusion  concern. 
However,  it  is  recommended  that  a  vapor  intrusion  analysis/testing  is  completed  prior  to 
construction  to  investigate  any  potential  concern.  If  testing  indicates  a  vapor  intrusion  concern, 
the  installation  would  implement  practices  in  accordance  with  site-specific  vapor  mitigation 
design  considerations. 
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If  contaminated  media  (e.g.,  soil,  vapor,  groundwater)  are  eneountered  during  the  eourse  of  site 
preparation  (e.g.,  clearing,  grading)  or  site  development  (e.g.,  excavation  for  installation  of 
building  footers)  for  proposed  construetion  aetivities,  work  would  eease  until  121  ARW  Program 
Managers  establish  an  appropriate  course  of  action  for  the  construetion  project  to  ensure  that 
federal  and  state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met,  and  to  arrange  for  agency 
consultation  as  necessary  if  existing  ERP  sites  are  affected.  Also,  prior  to  construction  activities, 
the  construction  contractors  would  be  notified  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  known  eontamination 
so  that  they  ean  inform  their  employees  in  advanee  of  on-site  activities  and  take  appropriate 
precautions  to  protect  health  and  safety,  and  to  prevent  the  spread  of  contamination.  The 
construetion  contractors  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  their  workers  follow  appropriate 
health  and  safety  requirements. 

4. 5. 9.4  Summary  of  Impaets 

There  would  not  be  an  increased  risk  of  hazardous  waste  releases  or  exposure  under  this 
alternative.  Any  LBP  or  ACM  that  may  be  found  in  buildings  that  are  scheduled  for  construction 
activities  would  be  managed  per  applicable  USAF  regulations.  There  would  be  no  expeeted 
impaet  from  ERP  sites.  However,  if  eontaminated  media  are  encountered  during  the  course  of 
site  preparation  or  site  development,  work  would  eease  until  121  ARW  Program  Managers 
establish  an  appropriate  course  of  aetion  for  the  construction  project  to  ensure  that  federal  and 
state  agency  notification  requirements  are  met.  Impacts  relative  to  hazardous  materials  and 
wastes  would  be  negligible. 

4,5,10  Socioeconomics 

Under  Alternative  #5,  construetion  activities  would  be  contained  entirely  within  the  boundaries 
of  Rickenbaeker  lAP.  Economie  activity  associated  with  proposed  eonstruction  activities  at  the 
121  ARW  installation,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing,  would  provide  short-term 
economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term  benefieial  impacts  resulting  from 
eonstruetion  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  related  activities  would  result  in  a  change  in  staffing 
requirements  for  the  121  ARW.  Currently,  the  121  ARW  is  authorized  1,497  personnel.  Under 
Alternative  #5,  the  KC-46A  mission  would  add  an  additional  197  military  positions  (inerease  in 
212  full-time  positions  and  reduetion  of  15  traditional  Guard  positions)  (see  Table  2.3-30). 
Combined  with  their  approximately  268  family  members,  this  would  represent  less  than  0.04 
pereent  of  Franklin  County  population  and  0.8  percent  of  Pickaway  County  population.  Of  the 
268  family  members,  approximately  112  would  be  antieipated  to  be  of  school  age.  The  students 
entering  the  loeal  sehools  would  be  expected  to  be  enrolled  in  various  grades  and  live  in  different 
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areas  within  Pickaway  and  Franklin  counties.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  is  enough  capacity 
within  the  schools  in  these  counties  to  absorb  this  minimal  increase  in  school  age  children. 

A  net  increase  in  197  military  personnel  positions  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately 

13.2  percent  to  the  existing  121  ARW  personnel.  Total  payroll  associated  with  the  212  proposed 
full-time  personnel  would  amount  to  an  estimated  total  annual  salary  increase  of  approximately 
$16.5  million. 

All  121  ARW  personnel  live  off- installation  as  there  is  no  on- installation  housing.  A 
conservative  scenario  would  result  in  197  homes  purchased  at  the  same  time  as  personnel 
relocate  to  the  area.  This  would  represent  less  than  0.04  percent  of  the  total  housing  units  in  the 
Franklin  County  and  less  than  0.9  percent  of  Pickaway  County.  However,  not  all  the  military 
personnel  who  would  relocate  would  own  homes  and  personnel  would  most  likely  be  distributed 
between  the  two  counties. 

4.5.10.1  Summary  of  Impacts 

Impacts  to  socioeconomics  resulting  from  construction  would  be  beneficial  and  negligible 
resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased.  In  addition,  impacts  from 
proposed  operations  would  be  beneficial  and  minor  due  to  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel. 

4,5.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

4.5.11.1  Minority  and  Low-Income  Populations 

Under  Alternative  #5,  there  would  be  no  residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low- 
income  populations,  located  within  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP  exposed  to  aircraft  DNL  of 
65  dB  or  above.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low- 
income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP. 

4.5.1 1.2  Protection  of  Children 

There  are  no  facilities  on  the  installation  where  children  may  be  encountered  on  a  regular  basis. 
Currently  there  no  schools  that  are  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Under  Alternative  #5 
there  would  be  no  schools  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above.  Therefore,  under  Alternative  #5 
there  would  be  no  special  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 

4.5.11.3  Summary  of  Impacts 

Given  that  the  acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  would  be  reduced,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  and  no  additional 
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schools  located  within  the  vicinity  Rickenbacker  lAP  exposed  to  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  thus, 
there  would  be  no  disproportionate  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity 
of  Rickenbacker  lAP.  In  addition,  there  would  be  no  speeial  health  or  safety  risks  to  children. 
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4,6  No  Action  Alternative 

The  CEQ  regulation  40  CFR  §  1502.14(d)  speeifically  requires  analysis  of  the  “No  Action” 
alternative  in  all  NEPA  documents.  Linder  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  proposed  aircraft 
beddown  would  not  occur,  and  the  NGB  would  not  implement  the  components  described  under 
any  of  the  five  Action  Alternatives  analyzed  in  the  previous  sections.  There  would  be  no  change 
in  based  aircraft,  use  of  the  airfield  or  Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA),  or  personnel  assigned  to  the 
KC-135  aircraft  squadrons  and  the  proposed  construction  would  not  be  required.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  the  NGB  would  continue  to  conduct  their  current  mission  using  the  existing 
KC-135  aircraft  with  multiple  configurations  and  crews  that  are  not  trained  to  accomplish  every 
mission.  This  lack  of  standardized  equipment  and  training  throughout  the  fleet  would  continue  to 
negatively  impact  the  ability  for  aircrews  to  support,  on  a  large  scale,  multi-role  missions  or 
exploit  new  tactics  and  procedures.  The  continued  use  of  the  KC-135  aircraft  would  not  meet 
the  identified  needs  of  the  NGB  or  the  USAF;  however,  this  alternative  is  carried  forward  for 
analysis  in  this  EIS  per  CEQ  regulations.  Impacts  at  each  of  the  alternative  installations  as  a 
result  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  are  described  below. 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative  there  would  be  no  change  in  based  aircraft  authorized  at  any  of 
the  alternative  installations;  use  of  the  respective  airfield;  construction,  or  assigned  personnel. 

•  The  190  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  12  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1,242  personnel. 

•  The  108  WG  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  8  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1  BAI  and  1,329  personnel. 

•  The  157  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  8  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1  BAI  and  1,382  personnel. 

•  The  171  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  16  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1,306  personnel. 

•  The  121  ARW  would  continue  to  fly  the  air  refueling  mission  with  a  PAA  of  18  KC-135 
aircraft  and  1,497  personnel,  until  the  2013  NDAA  is  fully  implemented.  At  that  time,  the 
121  ARW  will  have  a  reduction  of  6  KC-135  aircraft,  resulting  in  a  PAA  of  12  KC-135. 
There  would  be  a  commensurate  reduction  in  personnel  assigned  to  the  121  ARW  as  a 
result  of  implementation  of  the  NDAA  (see  Section  5.5). 

4,6,1  Noise 

Noise  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Noise  section  for 
each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.1,  3.2.1,  3.3.1,  3.4.1,  and  3.5.1).  Each  of  the  five 
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installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter 
3.  The  noise  environment  at  each  of  the  five  alternative  airfields  would  continue  to  be  managed 
through  their  existing  AICUZ  or  FAR  Part  150  airfield  compatibility  programs.  Under  each 
alternative  described  in  the  Noise  sections  in  Chapter  4,  there  were  varying  changes  in  the  extent 
of  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours;  some  of  the  alternatives  had  imperceptible  positive  changes 
(Forbes  ANGS,  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Rickenbacker  ANGS),  and  some  had  larger  adverse  changes 
(JB  MDL,  Pease  ANGS).  There  would  be  no  additional  Noise  impacts  at  any  of  the  alternative 
installations  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.2  Air  Quality 

Air  Quality  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Air  Quality 
section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.2,  3.2.2,  3.3.3,  3.4.2,  and  3.5.2)  under  the  No 
Action  Alternative.  Each  of  the  five  installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would 
continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same  manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of 
airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter  3.  Emissions  at  each  of  the  alternative  installations 
would  continue  to  be  in  compliance  with  their  respective  SIPs.  There  would  be  no  additional 
impacts  to  Air  Quality  at  each  alternative  installation  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.3  Safety 

Both  ground  and  flight  safety  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  Safety  section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.3,  3.2.3,  3.3.3,  3.4.3,  and 
3.5.3).  Each  of  the  five  installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly 
the  aircraft  in  the  same  manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as 
described  in  Chapter  3.  Under  each  alternative  described  in  Chapter  4,  there  was  a  range  in  the 
increase  of  annual  airfield  operations,  with  Rickenbacker  ANGS  increasing  by  412  annual 
operations  up  to  JB  MDE,  which  would  increase  by  9,268  annual  operations.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  this  increase  in  annual  airfield  operations  would  not  occur  at  any  of  the 
alternative  installations.  All  aspects  of  both  ground  and  flight  safety  would  be  expected  to 
remain  as  described  in  Chapter  3.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Safety  under  the  No 
Action  Alternative. 

4.6.4  Soils  and  Water 

Both  Soils  and  Water  Resources  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the 
baseline  Soils  and  Water  section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.4,  3.2.4,  3.3.4,  3.4.4, 
and  3.5.4).  Under  the  alternatives,  surface  disturbance  at  the  alternative  installations  ranged 
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from  3.0  to  8.5  acres  (Pease  ANGS  and  Riekenbaeker  ANGS,  respeetively);  and  new  impervious 
surfaee  ranged  from  0  to  2.4  aeres  (Pease  ANGS  and  JB  MDL,  respeetively).  Under  the  No 
Aetion  Alternative,  none  of  this  proposed  eonstruetion  would  oeeur  at  any  of  the  alternative 
installations,  although  other  non-related  eonstruetion  aetivities  would  oeeur  to  provide  the 
neeessary  faeilities  for  the  on-going  mission.  There  would  be  no  additional  impaets  to  Soils  and 
Water  Resourees  as  a  result  of  the  No  Aetion  Alternative. 

4.6.5  Biological  Resources 

Biological  Resources  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Biological  Resources  section  for 
each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.5,  3.2.5,  3.3.5,  3.4.5,  and  3.5.5).  Under  the  alternatives, 
new  impervious  surface  ranged  from  0  to  2.4  acres  (Pease  ANGS  and  JB  MDL,  respectively); 
and  there  was  a  proposed  increase  in  annual  airfield  operations,  with  Riekenbaeker  ANGS 
increasing  by  412  annual  operations  up  to  JB  MDL,  which  would  increase  by  9,268  annual 
operations.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  there  would  be  no  increase  in  annual  airfield 
operations  at  any  of  the  installations,  and  none  of  this  proposed  construction  would  occur  at  any 
of  the  alternative  installations,  although  other  non-related  construction  activities  would  occur  to 
provide  the  necessary  facilities  for  the  on-going  mission.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts 
to  Biological  Resources  as  a  result  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.6  Cultural  Resources 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  Cultural  Resources  at  each  alternative  installation  would 
remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Cultural  Resources  section  for  each  alternative  location 
(Sections  3.1.6,  3.2.6,  3.3.6,  3.4.6,  and  3.5.6).  None  of  the  proposed  facility 
construction/renovations  would  occur  at  any  of  the  installations,  and  thus,  there  would  be  no 
potential  impacts  to  facilities  that  are  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  There  would  be  no 
surface  disturbance  from  construction  activities,  and  thus  no  potential  to  impact  unknown 
archaeological  resources.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Cultural  Resources  as  a  result 
of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.7  Land  Use 

Land  Use  at  each  alternative  airfield  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  Land  Use  section 
for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.7,  3.2.7,  3.3.7,  3.4.7,  and  3.5.7).  Each  of  the  five 
installations  would  retain  the  KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter 
3.  Under  each  alternative  described  in  the  Land  Use  sections  in  Chapter  4,  there  were  varying 
changes  in  the  areal  extent  of  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours;  some  of  the  alternatives  had 
imperceptible  positive  changes  (Forbes  ANGS,  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Riekenbaeker  ANGS),  and 
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some  had  larger  adverse  ehanges  (JB  MDL,  Pease  ANGS),  but  land  use  within  the  65  dB  DNL 
and  greater  noise  contours  was  generally  considered  to  be  compatible  at  all  locations.  There 
would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Land  Use  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  at  any  of  the 
alternative  locations. 

4.6.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  Infrastructure  and  Transportation  at  each  alternative 
installation  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative  location 
(Sections  3.1.8,  3.2.8,  3.3.8,  3.4.8,  and  3.5.8).  Under  the  various  action  alternatives,  there  would 
be  a  range  of  increases  in  additional  based  personnel  between  23  and  255  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  and 
JB  MDL,  respectively).  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  there  would  be  no  change  to  the  based 
personnel  at  any  of  the  alternative  locations.  There  would  be  no  increase  in  use  of  various 
utilities  or  roadway  systems  under  this  alternative.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to 
Infrastructure  and  Transportation  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes  at  each  alternative 
installation  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative  location 
(Sections  3.1.9,  3.2.9,  3.3.9,  3.4.9  and  3.5.9).  Each  of  the  five  installations  would  retain  the 
KC-135  aircraft  and  would  continue  to  fly  the  aircraft  in  the  same  manner  and  with 
approximately  the  same  number  of  airfield  operations  as  described  in  Chapter  3.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  the  throughput  and  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  would 
not  change  from  baseline  conditions.  The  benefit  of  eliminating  ODS  with  the  KC-46A  would 
not  be  realized.  There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.6.10  Socioeconomics 

Under  the  No  Action  alternative.  Socioeconomics  at  each  alternative  installation  would  remain 
as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative  location  (Sections  3.1.10,  3.2.10,  3.3.10, 
3.4.10,  and  3.5.10).  Under  the  various  action  alternatives,  there  would  be  a  range  of  increases  in 
additional  stationed  personnel  between  23  and  255  (Pittsburgh  ANGS  and  JB  MDL, 
respectively).  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  there  would  be  no  change  to  the  based 
personnel  at  any  of  the  alternatives.  Further,  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  none  of  the 
proposed  construction  activities  would  occur,  and  thus  the  minor  economic  benefit  of  additional 
based  personnel  and  construction  activity  would  not  occur  at  any  of  the  alternative  installations. 
There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  to  Socioeconomics  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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4,6,11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  the  No  Aetion  Alternative,  Environmental  Justiee  and  the  Protection  of  Children  at  each 
alternative  installation  would  remain  as  described  in  the  baseline  section  for  each  alternative 
location  (Sections  3.1.11,  3.2.11,  3.3.11,  3.4.11,  and  3.5.11).  There  were  no  disproportionate 
impacts  to  low-income,  minority,  or  children  identified  under  any  of  the  action  alternatives. 
There  would  be  no  additional  impacts  as  a  result  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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CHAPTER  5  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS  AND  IRREVERSIBLE 
AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES 


Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5.1  Alternative  #1  —  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  Cumulative 
Effects 

5.1.1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

Forbes  Field  Airport  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility 
upgrades  occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the 
potential  to  act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #1  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The 
ROI  for  cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Forbes  Field  Airport,  and  the  immediately 
adjacent  property  because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these 
properties.  Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  FIS,  as  well  as 
those  other  projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  planned  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within 
the  ROI  are  discussed  below  in  Table  5. 1.1-1. 


Table  5,1, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Forbes  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  190  ARW  Projects  | 

KC-46A  MOB  1  Basing  would  add  977  airfield  operations  per  year  to 
Forbes  Field  Airport 

N/A 

FY  2015 

Forbes  Field  Airport  Runway  03-21:  Mill  and  overlay  existing  conerete 
with  4  inehes  of  asphalt.  Add  medium  intensive  lighting. 

N/A 

FY  2013  -  FY  2014 

Building  770:  Consolidate  vehiele  maintenance/AGE 

2,000 

FY  2014 

Building  665:  Repair  roof 

N/A 

FY  2014 

Seeondary  Entry  Control:  Add  new  eontrol  point  at  main  entry 

80,000 

FY  2015 

Parking  ramp:  replace  parking  ramp  at  the  full  depth 

850,000 

FY  2016 

Building  550  Repair  roof,  add  78  photovoltaic  panels 

N/A 

FY  2017 

Building  200:  Repair  roof,  add  photovoltaic  panels 

80,000 

FY  2018 

Repair  Building  668 

N/A 

FY  2018 

Notes:  SF  =  square  feet;  190  ARW  =  190'*'  Air  Refueling  Wing;  MOB  1  =  Main  Operating  Base  1;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  AGE  = 


aerospace  ground  equipment 
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5,1,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5. 1.2.1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #1,  the  number  of  aeres  eontained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  deerease  by  approximately  41  aeres.  There  are  no  residential  areas  that  underlie  the 
noise  eontours  under  this  alternative.  While  there  are  other  projeets  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  that 
have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Forbes  Field  Airport,  most  of  these,  with  the 
exeeption  of  the  potential  MOB  1  KC-46A  use  of  the  airfield,  are  short-term  construetion 
projeets  that  would  oecur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting.  Noise  assoeiated  with  the 
additional  977  MOB  1  annual  operations  would  not  be  expeeted  to  change  the  noise  contours  to 
the  extent  that  additional  sensitive  receptors  would  be  impacted,  or  that  would  result  in  land  use 
incompatibilities.  Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short  term  and  localized 
to  the  airport  environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours. 
Cumulative  impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  be  minimal. 

5. 1.2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  the  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  (including  both  construction  and 
airfield  operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the 
CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Implementation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  Forbes  Field 
Airport  would  contribute  to  less  than  adverse  (or  less  than  significant)  cumulative  impacts  to  air 
quality. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Forbes  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area  in 
general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 
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5. 1.2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  190  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  190  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  The  fire  and  crash  response  capability  currently  provided  by  the 
190  ARW  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements.  Risk  of  a  catastrophic 
event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative  #1  or  those  activities 
described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable 
occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with 
described  construction  activities.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be 
negligible  at  the  airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  would  be 
beneficial  to  safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements. 

5. 1.2.4  Soils  and  Water 
Soils 

In  addition  to  the  258,149  SF  (5.9  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from  the 
implementation  of  Alternative  #1,  additional  surface  area  would  also  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity 
as  a  result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of 
pollution  regulated  by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1 
larger  than  1  acre  would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates 
the  timing  of  soil  disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in 
an  effort  to  reduce  the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling 
erosion  while  soil  is  exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard 
construction  practices  would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and 
control  sedimentation.  These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity 
dissipation  devices;  well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization 
of  cut/fill  slopes;  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of 
temporary  detention  ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with 
impervious  surfaces  would  be  reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to 
minimize  future  erosion  potential.  Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize 
potential  erosion,  cumulative  impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 
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The  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  is  intended  to  minimize  the  impact  federal  programs  have 
on  the  unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion  of  farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses.  Provided 
that  the  projects  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  are  all  within  federal  lands,  each  project  would  be  subject  to 
Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  compliance.  Should  any  of  these  projects  have  the  potential  to 
convert  farmland  to  non-farm  use,  a  land  evaluation  and  site  assessment  would  be  conducted  and 
alternative  sites  considered  should  potential  adverse  impacts  to  farmland  exceed  the 
recommended  allowable  level. 

Water 

There  would  be  no  increase  in  impervious  surfaces  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative 
#1.  It  is  expected  that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements 
including  implementation  of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such, 
cumulative  impacts  to  surface  water  and  groundwater  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5. 1.2. 5  Biological  Resources 

DNL  noise  contours  from  operations  would  be  expected  to  decrease  by  41  acres  from  baseline 
with  the  conversion  to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  Noise  levels  from  construction  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels 
associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at 
Forbes  Field  Airport  would  be  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  39  percent  from  baseline 
operations  (17  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations 
(e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to 
occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  special  status  species  are  currently  known  to 
reside  on  Forbes  Field  Airport  and  there  is  only  a  low  potential  for  them  to  occur  within  the 
vicinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  There  would  be  no  construction-related  impacts  to  the 
vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the  vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5. 1.1-1.  There  are 
no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  footprints.  In  general,  construction 
activities  at  the  190  ARW  installation  and  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  primarily  occur  on  sites 
that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These  impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some 
vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However,  wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typical  of 
urban  and  suburban  areas.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be 
minor. 

5 . 1 .2.6  Cultural  Resources 

The  installation  is  considered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing  archaeological 
resources.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
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proposed  construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  #1  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in 
Table  5. 1.1-1,  activities  would  immediately  cease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Under  Alternative 
#1,  only  one  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  modification  (Building  679)  is  eligible  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP.  However,  extensive  renovations  have  occurred  to  this  building  that  were  mitigated 
through  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  signed  in  2009.  The  current  interior  modifications  would 
not  affect  this  previous  agreement.  Additionally,  the  Kansas  SHPO  has  concurred  that  there 
would  be  no  historic  properties  affected  with  implementation  of  Alternative  #1  (Zollner  2013). 
Therefore,  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  to  a  historic  property.  No  traditional  cultural 
resources  have  been  identified  on  the  installation.  None  of  the  facilities  listed  for  renovation 
and/or  modification  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  Therefore,  no 
cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated. 

5. 1.2.7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #1,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  decrease  by  approximately  41  acres  resulting  in  beneficial  impacts.  In 
general,  land  uses  surrounding  Forbes  Field  Airport  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
activities  described  under  Alternative  #1  in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5. 1.1-1.  The 
location  and  function  of  proposed  structures  within  the  Forbes  ANGS  are  compatible  with  the 
surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  Forbes  Field  Airport  and  adjacent  areas  is 
anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including 
those  associated  with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project-specific 
studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use 
conflicts,  such  as  encroachment  airfield  safety  zones.  If  the  rehabilitation  of  the  runway  in  2014 
is  approved,  all  based  aircraft  would  need  to  be  relocated  to  a  different  airfield  during 
construction.  Additionally,  if  the  USAF  MOB  1  bases  the  KC  46  at  McConnell  AFB,  Forbes 
Field  Airport  would  be  used  as  an  auxiliary  field,  adding  an  additional  977  operations  per 
year.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities,  including  impacts 
from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 

5.1 .2.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #1.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  may  require 
additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
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affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  described  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5 . 1 . 2 . 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  W aste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet,  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #1,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
190  ARW  would  increase  approximately  65  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately. 
Eurthermore,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  fdters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1 
proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  EBP  according  to 
established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impacts  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.1.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5. 1.1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  Additionally,  there  would  be 
a  permanent  increase  in  194  military  positions.  However,  short-term  cumulative  beneficial 
impacts  resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  Alternative  #1  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  would  be  negligible 
on  a  regional  scale. 
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5.1.2.11  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #1,  in  concert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  located  within  the 
projected  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  in  the  vicinity  of  Forbes  Field  Airport.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5. 1.1-1  that  would  be  expected  to  impact  environmental  justice 
communities.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  cumulative  impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of 
children. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Chapter  5  -Cumulative  Effects  and  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources  5-7 

Forbes  ANGS 


Final  -  June  2014 


5.2  Alternative  #2  ~  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  Cumulative 

Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5,2,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

McGuire  Field  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #2  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  McGuire  Field,  and  the  immediately  adjacent  property 
because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these 
properties.  Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  FIS,  as  well  as 
those  other  projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  plaimed  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within 
the  ROI  are  discussed  below  in  Table  5.2. 1-1. 


Table  5,2, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  in  tbe  ROI  for  JB  MDL 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  108  WG  Projects  I 

Demolition  of  Building  3326 

940 

FY  2015 -FY  2017 

Addition  to  Building  3325 

3,000 

FY  2015 -FY  2017 

1  JB  MDL  Projects  I 

Various  airfield  repairs  -  Repair  airfield  shoulders,  Assault  Landing  Zone 
Runway  shoulders,  main  ramp  taxiway,  repair  eonerete  apron  and  Alpha 
ramp,  replace  Taxiway  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  L  edge  lights,  repair  Runway  15/33, 
Repair  Transportation  Working  Capital  Fund  apron. 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2013 

Construct  Munitions  Storage  Area 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Physical  Fitness  Facility 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Fire  Station 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Global  Reach  Development  Complex 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Education  and  Professional  Development  Center 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 
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Table  5,2, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions  in  tbe  ROI  for  JB  MDL 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

Construct  Unified  Security  Forces  Operations  Facility 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Addition  to  Combat  Communications  Admin  Facility,  Building  3514 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Army  Aviation  Support  Facility 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Aviation  Readiness  Center 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

Construct  Communications-Electronics  Research,  Development,  and 
Engineering  Center 

Currently 

unknown 

FY  2014 -FY  2018 

1  Other  Projects  | 

Flurricane  Sandy  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  disaster  relief  projects  to 
repair,  restore,  and  fortify  the  coastline.  Four  projects  exceed  NOx  trigger 
level  of  100  TPY. 

N/A 

FY  2014 -FY  2016 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  108  WG  =  108“'’  Wing;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  JB  MDL  =  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst;  N/A  =  Not 


Applicable;  TPY  =  tons  per  year 


5,2,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.2.2. 1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #2,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  increase  by  approximately  1,831  acres.  Of  the  acreage  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
greater,  approximately  751  would  be  off-airport  property.  While  there  are  other  projects  listed  in 
Table  5.2. 1-1  that  have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  JB  MDL,  most  of  these  are 
short-term  construction  projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting. 
Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short-term  and  localized  to  the  airport 
environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours.  Cumulative 
impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  JB  MDL  would  be  minimal. 

5. 2. 2. 2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  at  JB  MDL  (including  both  construction  and  airfield 
operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants  except  NOx.  JB 
MDL  and  the  USAGE  have  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  that  would  allow 
temporary  use  of  a  portion  of  the  NOx  SIP  emissions  budget  for  calendar  years  2014  through 
2016  to  allow  the  USAGE  to  proceed  with  construction  projects  to  repair,  restore,  and  fortify  the 
coastline  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey  in  response  to  damage  during  Hurricane  Sandy  (JB  MDL  and 
USAGE  2013).  The  USAGE  projects  will  be  completed  prior  to  implementation  of  Alternative 
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#2  at  JB  MDL,  should  that  alternative  be  seleeted  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  beddown;  therefore, 
the  temporary  use  of  NOx  emissions  within  the  SIP  would  be  complete  by  the  time  the  emissions 
associated  with  Alternative  #2  would  occur,  which  would  be  scheduled  to  commence  in  2018. 

A  Conformity  Determination  as  required  under  the  General  Conformity  Rule  would  ensure  that 
the  selected  action  would  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  applicable  SIP  and  would  not  cause 
or  contribute  to  a  delay  in  attainment  consistent  with  42  USC  §  7506(c).  The  purpose  of  the 
General  Conformity  Rule  is  to  demonstrate  that  project  emissions,  combined  with  all  of  the  other 
air  basin  emissions,  would  not  result  in  a  cumulative  impact  and  thereby  delay  attainment  of  the 
air  quality  standards.  The  ANG  has  prepared  a  Draft  Conformity  Determination  that 
demonstrates  that  emissions  associated  with  Alternative  #2  are  within  the  SIP  NOx  emissions 
budget  for  JB  MDL.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  ANG  will  obtain  an  affirmative  Conformity 
Determination  prior  to  signing  of  the  ROD.  Thus,  given  that  Alternative  #2  will  have 
demonstrated  conformity  with  the  SIP,  cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  would  not  be 
significant. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  JB  MDL  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area  in  general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 2. 2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  108  WG  that  support  operational  requirements 
and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting  infrastructure  would 
generally  improve  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations,  training,  maintenance 
and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted  by  the  108  WG. 
AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all  facility  construction 
projects.  A  new  fire  station  would  enhance  fire  and  crash  response  capability  at  JB  MDL.  Risk 
of  a  catastrophic  event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative  #2 
or  those  activities  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to 
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all  applicable  occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  described  construction  activities.  Additionally,  the  new  munitions  storage  area 
facility  at  JB  MDL  would  be  sited  in  accordance  with  AFMAN  9 1-20 land  improve  munitions 
safety.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be  negligible  at  the  airfield. 
Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  would  be  beneficial  to  safety  with 
pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements. 

5. 2.2. 4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  204,009  SF  (4.7  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from  the 
implementation  of  Alternative  #2,  additional  surface  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard  construction  practices 
would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and  control  sedimentation. 
These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity  dissipation  devices; 
well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes; 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of  temporary  detention 
ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with  impervious  surfaces  would  be 
reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential. 
Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize  potential  erosion,  cumulative 
impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

The  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  is  intended  to  minimize  the  impact  federal  programs  have 
on  the  unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion  of  farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses.  Provided 
that  the  projects  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  are  all  within  federal  lands,  each  project  would  be  subject  to 
Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  compliance.  Should  any  of  these  projects  have  the  potential  to 
convert  farmland  to  non-farm  use,  a  land  evaluation  and  site  assessment  would  be  conducted  and 
alternative  sites  considered  should  potential  adverse  impacts  to  farmland  exceed  the 
recommended  allowable  level. 
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Water 

In  addition  to  the  104,884  SF  (2.4  acres)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #2,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature‘s  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construction  practices  that  infdtrate,  fdter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 

Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  are  located  within  federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.2. 2. 5  Biological  Resources 

DNE  noise  contours  would  be  expected  to  increase  over  1,831  acres.  However,  the  noise  levels 
from  operations  and  construction  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because 
they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  aircraft  and  military  operations. 
Noise  levels  from  construction  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they 
are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations. 
Annual  operations  for  the  108  WG  are  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  111  percent  from 
baseline  operations  (15  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  levels  of 
operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to 
occur,  including  those  with  migratory  birds.  Construction-related  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at 
the  installation  and  in  the  vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due 
to  the  lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur 
within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  footprints.  In  general,  construction  activities  at  the  108  WG 
installation  and  at  JB  MDE  would  primarily  occur  on  sites  that  are  already  highly  altered  by 
man.  These  impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife 
habitat.  However,  wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typical  of  urban  and  suburban  areas.  No 
federally  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on  the  108  WG  installation  and  there  is  only 
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a  low  potential  for  them  to  oeeur  within  the  vieinity  due  to  the  lack  of  habitat.  Six  state  listed 
species  have  been  observed  on  McGuire  Field.  Grassland  habitat  located  within  the  potential 
ramp  expansion  area  could  provide  habitat  for  these  species.  However,  to  the  extent  possible, 
construction  would  not  occur  during  the  breeding  season  for  grassland  birds  (March  15  to  July 
31).  Cumulative  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be  minor. 

5. 2.2. 6  Cultural  Resources 

The  area  of  proposed  construction  is  considered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing 
archaeological  resources.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Action  would  disturb  a  relatively  small 
amount  of  acreage,  all  of  which  has  previously  been  disturbed.  The  proposed  use  is  consistent 
with  the  installations  historical  land  use  for  over  70  years.  In  the  unlikely  event  that 
archaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during  proposed  construction  activities 
associated  with  Alternative  #2  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1,  activities  would 
immediately  cease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  the  JB  MDL  Cultural  Resource  Manager 
would  immediately  be  contacted  for  further  instruction.  None  of  the  facilities  listed  for 
renovation  and/or  modification  under  Alternative  #2  or  those  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  are  eligible 
for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  Two  of  the  buildings  (3333  and  3336)  listed  for  renovation  and/or 
modification  under  Alternative  #2  are  less  than  20  years  old.  Hangar  3322  (built  in  1957)  was 
evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  in  2013  and  the  results  of  the  inventory  indicated  that  Hangar 
3322  is  not  eligible  (JB  MDL  2013d).  SHPO  consultation  for  this  EIS  has  provided  concurrence 
that  no  historic  properties  would  be  affected  under  the  proposed  action  (see  Saunders  2013  in 
Appendix  B3).  No  traditional  cultural  resources  have  been  identified  on  the  installation. 
Therefore,  contingent  upon  evaluation  of  Building  3322,  no  cumulative  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  are  anticipated. 

5. 2.2. 7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #2,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  increase  by  approximately  751  acres.  In  general,  land  uses  surrounding  JB 
MDL  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  activities  described  under  Alternative  #2  in  concert 
with  those  described  in  Table  5.2. 1-1.  The  location  and  function  of  proposed  structures  within 
the  JB  MDL  are  compatible  with  the  surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  JB  MDL 
and  adjacent  areas  is  anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use 
requirements,  including  those  associated  with  the  counties,  cities  and  other 
municipalities.  Project  specific  studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any 
projects  that  would  result  in  land  use  conflicts,  such  as  encroachment  in  and  near  airfield  safety 
zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities,  including  impacts 
from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be  negligible. 
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5. 2. 2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
inerease  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #2.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  may  require 
additional  electrieity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  inerease  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  inerease  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construetion  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  faeilities  and  additions  assoeiated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  FEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
eumulative  impaets  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  deseribed  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5. 2. 2. 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  eurrently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet,  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #2,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
108  WG  would  increase  approximately  118  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  inerease  commensurately. 
Eurthermore,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  ah 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
large  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste 
generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  proposed 
for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  EBP  according  to 
established  ANG  proeedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impaets  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.2.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  eonstruction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5.2. 1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing. 
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would  provide  short-term  eeonomie  benefits  to  the  loeal  eeonomy.  Additionally,  there  would  be 
a  permanent  inerease  of  287  military  positions.  However,  short-term  benefieial  impaets  resulting 
from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative 
#2  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

5.2.2. 1 1  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #2,  in  concert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 2. 1-1,  roughly  128  persons 
(48  more  than  baseline)  that  would  be  affected  by  DNL  between  65  dB  and  75  dB, 
approximately  23  would  be  minority  (18  percent).  This  is  an  increase  of  1 1  people,  or  3  percent, 
of  minorities  affected.  The  number  of  low-income  persons  affected  by  DNL  greater  than  65  dB 
would  be  approximately  6  (an  increase  of  2  people  and  less  than  1  percent).  Overall,  the  number 
of  persons  affected  by  DNL  of  65  dB  and  greater  would  increase  slightly  under  this  alternative, 
and  the  increase  in  the  percentage  of  minority  and  low-income  persons  affected  would  be  minor. 
Under  Alternative  #2,  there  would  be  no  new  Kindergarten  through  Grade  12  schools  exposed  to 
a  DNL  of  65  dB  or  above;  however,  the  child  development  center  that  is  currently  under  the  65 
dB  contour  would  be  located  under  the  70  dB  contour.  There  would  not  be  disproportionate 
cumulative  impacts  to  minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  JB  MDL  as  a  result 
of  this  action  in  concert  with  the  current  noise  impacts  from  the  airport.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.2. 1-1  that  would  be  expected  to  impact  environmental  justice 
communities  or  the  health  or  safety  of  children. 
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5,3  Alternative  #3  -  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  Cumulative 

Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 


5,3,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 


Portsmouth  lAP  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #3  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Portsmouth  lAP  and  the  immediately  adjacent 
property  because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these  properties. 
Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  EIS,  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  planned  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within  the  ROI  are 
discussed  below  in  Table  5.3. 1-1. 


Table  5,3, 1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Pease  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  157  ARW  Projects  I 

Airfield  Pavements:  Repair  and  upgrade  pavement  areas 

61,281 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  252:  Repair  roof 

26,200 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Parking  Lots:  Repair  Installation- Wide  (Crack  Seal/  Seal  Coat) 

270,000 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Bulk  Fuel  Roads:  Repair  and  upgrade  asphalt 

57,654 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  257:  Renovate  for  Security  Forces 

14,000 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  25 1 :  Renovate  for  Fuel  Cell  Operations 

27,471 

FY  2014 -FY  2015 

Building  151:  Build  addition  to  support  medical  facilities 

12,126 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Building  244:  Demolish  for  Security  Forces  Facility 

24,047 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Non-Organizational  Parking:  Replace  to  conform  to  AT/FP  standards 

150,021 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Building  152:  Demolish  for  proposed  expansion  of  facilities 

14,486 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Building  244:  Demolish  for  Security  Forces  Facility 

24,047 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Parking  Apron:  Upgrade  and  add  Flydrant,  including  interstitial  monitoring 
and  containment 

198,000 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Aircraft  Parking  Apron:  Repair  as  Phase  V  for  Multi-FIangar  construction 

296,766 

FY  2016 -FY  2018 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  157  ARW  =  IS?*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year 
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5,3,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.3.2. 1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #3,  the  number  of  aeres  eontained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  inerease  by  approximately  135  aeres.  Of  the  aereage  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
greater,  approximately  4  would  be  off  the  airport  property.  There  are  no  residential  areas  that 
underlie  the  noise  eontours  under  this  alternative.  While  there  are  other  projects  listed  in  Table 
5.3. 1-1  that  have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Portsmouth  lAP,  most  of  these  are 
short-term  construction  projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting. 
Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short  term  and  localized  to  the  airport 
environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours.  Cumulative 
impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  Portsmouth  lAP  would  be  minimal. 

5. 3. 2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  at  Pease  ANGS  (including  both  construction  and  airfield 
operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Therefore, 
cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  would  not  be  significant. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Pease  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area  in 
general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 3. 2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  157  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
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infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  seeurity  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  157  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  praetieable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  The  fire  and  erash  response  capability  currently  provided  by  the 
157  ARW  at  Portsmouth  lAP  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements.  Risk  of  a  eatastrophie  event 
oecurring  during  construetion  activities  deseribed  under  Alternative  #3  or  those  activities 
described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable 
occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with 
described  construction  activities.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be 
negligible  at  the  airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  would  be 
benefieial  to  safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhaneements. 

5. 3. 2.4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  130,966  SF  (3.0  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  Alternative  #3,  additional  surfaee  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  eonstruction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projeets  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effeetive  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard  construction  practices 
would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and  eontrol  sedimentation. 
These  standard  construetion  practiees  would  include  the  use  of:  veloeity  dissipation  devices; 
well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes; 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of  temporary  detention 
ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  eovered  with  impervious  surfaees  would  be 
reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential. 
Given  the  use  of  engineering  praetices  that  would  minimize  potential  erosion,  cumulative 
impaets  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 
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Water 

In  addition  to  the  23,617  SF  (0.5  acre)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #3,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature's  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construction  practices  that  infiltrate,  filter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 

Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  are  located  within  Federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5. 3.2. 5  Biological  Resources 

Noise  contours  would  be  expected  to  increase  by  135  acres  from  baseline  with  the  conversion  to 
the  KC-46A  aircraft.  However,  these  noise  levels  from  operations  and  construction  would  not  be 
expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they  are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels 
associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations.  Annual  operations  for  the  157  ARW  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  are  projected  to  increase  by  approximately  44  percent  from  baseline  operations 
(7  percent  increase  in  total  airfield  operations).  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g.,  sorties) 
may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird-aircraft  strikes  to  occur,  including  those  with 
migratory  birds.  No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are  currently  known  to  occur 
on  Portsmouth  lAP;  however,  eight  state  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  occur  on 
Portsmouth  lAP.  Construction-related  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due  to  the  lack  of  sensitive 
vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  footprints.  In  general,  construction  activities  at  the  157  ARW  installation  and  at 
Portsmouth  lAP  would  primarily  occur  on  sites  that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These 
impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However, 
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wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typieal  of  urban  and  suburban  areas.  Cumulative  impaets  to 
biologieal  resourees  would  be  minor. 

5. 3. 2. 6  Cultural  Resourees 

The  installation  is  eonsidered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  eontaining  archaeologieal 
resourees.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  arehaeologieal  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
proposed  construetion  aetivities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #3  or  any  of  the  projeets  listed  in 
Table  5.3. 1-1,  aetivities  would  immediately  eease  in  the  area  of  the  diseovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  eontaet  a  qualified  arehaeologist  to  evaluate  the  diseovery.  None  of  the 
faeilities  listed  for  renovation  and/or  modifieation  under  Alternative  #3  or  those  listed  in  Table 
5.3. 1-1  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  SHPO  has  eoneurred  with  a  “no  historic 
properties  affected”  determination  (Muzzey  2013).  No  traditional  cultural  resources  have  been 
identified  on  the  installation.  Therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are 
anticipated. 

5.32.1  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #3,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  increase  by  approximately  135  acres.  In  general,  land  uses  surrounding 
Portsmouth  lAP  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  activities  described  under  Alternative  #3 
in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5.3. 1-1.  The  location  and  function  of  proposed 
structures  within  the  Pease  ANGS  are  compatible  with  the  surrounding  area.  No  future 
development  at  Portsmouth  lAP  and  adjacent  areas  has  been  identified;  however,  any  future 
development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including  those  associated 
with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project-specific  studies  would  be 
performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use  conflicts,  such  as 
encroachment  in  and  near  airfield  safety  zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of  the 
described  activities,  including  impacts  from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be 
negligible. 

5. 3. 2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #3.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  may  require 
additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
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affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  described  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5 . 3 . 2 . 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  W aste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #3,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
157  ARW  would  increase  approximately  29  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately. 
Eurthermore,  it  is  expected  that  short-term  increases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  construction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  fdters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1 
proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  EBP  according  to 
established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impacts  as  a  result  of  the  described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.3.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5.3. 1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  Additionally,  there  would  be 
a  permanent  increase  of  171  military  positions.  However,  short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting 
from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative 
#3  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

5 .3 .2. 1 1  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #3  in  concert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  located  within  the 
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projected  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  lAP.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.3. 1-1  that  would  be  expected  to  impact  environmental  justice 
communities.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  cumulative  impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of 
children. 
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5,4  Alternative  #4  ~  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station  Cumulative 

Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5,4,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

Pittsburgh  lAP  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #4  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Pittsburgh  lAP,  and  the  immediately  adjacent  property 
because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these  properties. 
Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  EIS,  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  planned  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within  the  ROI  are 
discussed  below  in  Table  5.4. 1-1. 


Table  5,4,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square  Footage 
(SF) 

Timeframe 

1  171  ARW  Projects  I 

Interior  renovations  of  Buildings  310  (Jet  Engine  Shop  and  AGE),  316 
(non-powered  AGE  Corrosion  Control  and  Nondestructive  Inspection),  and 
307  (Small  Air  Terminal  Facility) 

NA 

FY  2013 

Construct  new  security  forces  and  physical  fitness  facility. 

8,000 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Interior  renovations  of  Building  300  (Medical,  dining  hall,  and  operations 
and  training).  Hangars  301  and  302  (for  various  uses),  and  110  and  120 
(supply  consolidation). 

Currently 

unknown 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Expand  Building  206:  Special  Operations  Weather  Team 

5,655 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Expand  Building  107  for  small  air  terminal. 

12,800 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Construct  new  AT/FP  commercial  vehicle  inspection  facility. 

N  A 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Phase  1:  Demolition  of  current  parking  areas  (108  parking  spaces)  and 
constmction  of  new  parking  (107  parking  spaces)  for  AT/FP  compliance. 
Phase  2:  Demolition  of  current  parking  areas  (206  parking  spaces)  and 
constmction  of  new  parking  (230  parking  spaces)  for  AT/FP  compliance. 

Currently 

unknown 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years. 
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Table  5,4,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square  Footage 
(SF) 

Timeframe 

Demolition  of  Buildings  102  (Reserve  Forces  Training,  Physical  Fitness), 
103  (Security  Forces,  Nondestructive  Inspection  Shop),  and  105  (Base 
Exchange). 

18,292 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Plan  identified  renovate  Building  304  and  move  the  Fire  Station  to  this 
building. 

N/A 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Construct  Deployment  Processing  Center  and  Relocate  Munitions  Storage 
Area. 

8,000 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Construct  New  Simulator  Facility 

6,600 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

911^'*  Airlift  Wing  Pittsburgh  lAP  Air  Reserve  Station  | 

Acquisition  by  lease  of  a  26-acre  parcel  at  the  Pittsburgh  lAP  known  as  the 
“T-Ramp”  owned  by  ACAA.  The  91 1*  Airlift  Wing  has  been  using  the  T- 
Ramp  property  since  1993  under  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  provide 
space  for  the  911*  Airlift  Wing  to  relocate  C-130  aircraft  for  parking  during 
construction  activity. 

NA 

Within  the  past  year. 

1  Pittsburgh  lAP  | 

U.S.  Airways  pulled  its  hub  out  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  in  2004,  dropping 
passenger  traffic  by  over  8  million,  significantly  reducing  airfield 
operations  and  eliminating  approximately  7,000  jobs. 

NA 

FY  2004 

Drilling  of  Marcellus  Shale  oil  and  natural  gas  well  sites  on  Pittsburgh  lAP 
property 

NA 

Within  the  next  5 
years. 

Two  non-aviation  buildings  being  constructed  west  of  highway  off  airport 
property. 

NA 

In  progress 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  171  ARW  =  171“’  Air  Refueling  Wing;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  AT/FP 


=  anti-terrorism/force  protection;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  ACAA  =  Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority 

5,4,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.4.2. 1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #4,  the  number  of  aeres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  decrease  by  approximately  79  acres.  Of  the  acreage  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or 
greater,  approximately  23  would  be  off-airport  property.  Residential  use  areas  that  underlie  the 
noise  contours  would  be  slightly  reduced  under  Alternative  #4.  While  there  are  other  projects 
listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  that  have  the  ability  to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Pittsburgh  lAP, 
most  of  these  are  short-term  construction  projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an 
industrial  setting.  Noise  from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  short-term  and  localized 
to  the  airport  environs,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  DNL  noise  contours. 
Cumulative  impacts  to  the  noise  environment  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  be  minimal. 
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5.4. 2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  (including  both  construction  and  airfield 
operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Therefore, 
cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  would  not  be  significant. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Pittsburgh  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the  area 
in  general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 4.2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  171  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  171  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  Additional  beneficial  impacts  would  occur  from  a  new  AT/FP 
commercial  vehicle  inspection  facility  and  parking.  The  fire  and  crash  response  capability 
currently  provided  by  the  171  ARW  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements. 
Risk  of  a  catastrophic  event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative 
#4  or  those  activities  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to 
all  applicable  occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk 
associated  with  described  construction  activities.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety 
would  be  negligible  at  the  airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.4. 1-1 
would  be  beneficial  to  safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements.  No  adverse 
impacts  to  ground  safety  are  anticipated  at  the  airfield.  There  would  be  a  large  decrease  in 
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airfield  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  from  those  previously  analyzed  as  a  result  of  the  U.S. 
Airways  ceasing  operations  at  Pittsburgh  lAP.  No  increase  in  the  safety  risk  is  expected  due  to 
the  accident  and  mishap  potential  associated  with  aircraft  operations.  Cumulative  impacts  to 
safety  would  be  negligible. 

5.4. 2.4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  186,395  SF  (4.3  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  Alternative  #4,  additional  surface  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  construction  standard 
construction  practices  would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and 
control  sedimentation.  These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity 
dissipation  devices;  well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization 
of  cut/fill  slopes;  minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of 
temporary  detention  ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with 
impervious  surfaces  would  be  reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to 
minimize  future  erosion  potential.  Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize 
potential  erosion,  cumulative  impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

Water 

In  addition  to  the  88,529  SF  (2.0  acres)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #4,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature's  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construction  practices  that  infiltrate,  filter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 
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Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  are  located  within  federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  construction  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  such  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  construction  practices  described  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.4. 2. 5  Biological  Resources 

Noise  levels  from  construction  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because  they 
are  accustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  associated  with  current  aircraft  and  military  operations. 
Annual  operations  for  the  171  ARW  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  be  projected  to  increase  by 
approximately  33  percent  from  baseline  operations.  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g., 
sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  occur, 
including  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  species  are 
currently  known  to  occur  on  Pittsburgh  lAP.  One  state  listed  species  is  currently  known  to  occur 
on  Pittsburgh  lAP.  Construction-related  impacts  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due  to  the  lack  of  sensitive 
vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are  no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  footprints.  In  general,  construction  activities  at  the  171  ARW  installation  and  at 
Pittsburgh  lAP  would  primarily  occur  on  sites  that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These 
impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However, 
wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typical  of  urban  and  suburban  areas.  Cumulative  impacts  to 
biological  resources  would  be  minor. 

5.4. 2. 6  Cultural  Resources 

The  installation  is  considered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing  archaeological 
resources.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  archaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
proposed  construction  activities  associated  with  Alternative  #4  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in 
Table  5. 4. 1-1,  activities  would  immediately  cease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  contact  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  None  of  the 
facilities  listed  for  renovation  and/or  modification  under  Alternative  #4  or  those  listed  in  Table 
5.4. 1-1  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  The  SHPO  has  concurred  that  two  of  the  buildings 
listed  for  renovation  and/or  modification  under  Alternative  #4  are  not  eligible  to  the  NRHP  (see 
MacDonald  2011  in  Appendix  B4).  The  third  building  is  less  than  15  years  old  and  not  a 
resource  of  exceptional  significance  (eligible  under  Criterion  Consideration  G);  therefore,  it  is 
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not  eligible  to  the  NRHP.  No  traditional  eultural  resources  have  been  identified  on  the 
installation.  Therefore,  no  cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated. 

5. 4.2.7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #4,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  decrease  by  approximately  23  acres  resulting  in  beneficial  impacts.  In 
general,  land  uses  surrounding  Pittsburgh  lAP  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  activities 
described  under  Alternative  #4  in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5.4. 1-1.  The  location 
and  function  of  proposed  structures  within  the  Pittsburgh  ANGS  are  compatible  with  the 
surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  Pittsburgh  lAP  and  adjacent  areas  is 
anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including 
those  associated  with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project  specific 
studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use 
conflicts,  such  as  encroachment  to  airfield  safety  zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a 
result  of  the  described  activities,  including  impacts  from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected 
to  be  negligible. 

5. 4.2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  increase  slightly  as  a  result  of  the 
increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #4.  Further,  building  space  and  facilities  to  be 
constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  may  require 
additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for  potable  water,  and  traffic 
would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase  slightly  in  the  long-term  due 
to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition  activities  could  temporarily 
affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in  soil  erosion.  Standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and  demolition  to  minimize 
runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects  would  be  implemented 
with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place.  In 
addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  FEED  and  sustainable  development  concepts 
to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy  conservation.  In  general, 
cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  described  activities  would  be 
expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5. 4.2. 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
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fleet  with  the  exeeption  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
171  ARW  would  inerease  approximately  34  pereent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substanees  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  eommensurately. 
Furthermore,  it  is  expeeted  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  eonstruetion  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  No  changes  to  the  installation’s  large  quantity 
generator  status  would  be  expected  to  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous  waste  generation 
from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  structures  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  proposed  for 
demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to  established 
ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  None  of  the  ERP  sites  overlap 
the  proposed  construction  projects  under  Alternative  #4.  Cumulative  impacts  as  a  result  of  the 
described  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.4.2.10  Socioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5. 4. 1-1,  such  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  However,  short-term 
beneficial  impacts  resulting  from  construction  payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  Alternative  #4  and  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1  would  be  negligible 
on  a  regional  scale. 

5.4.2. 1 1  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #4,  of  the  roughly  12  persons  that  would  continue  to  be  affected  by  DNL 
above  65  dB  DNL,  none  are  considered  to  be  minorities  or  low-income  populations.  No 
additional  minorities  or  low-income  populations  would  be  impacted  by  aircraft  DNL  greater  than 
65  dB  under  Alternative  #4.  There  would  not  be  disproportionate  cumulative  impacts  to 
minority  or  low-income  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  lAP  as  a  result  of  this  action  in 
concert  with  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.4. 1-1.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  cumulative 
impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of  children. 
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5.5  Alternative  #5  —  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

Cumulative  Effects 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed 
actions  when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
ROI.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial, 
actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or 
individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from 
projects  that  are  proposed  (or  anticipated  over  the  foreseeable  future)  is  required. 

5,5,1  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 

Rickenbacker  lAP  is  an  active,  dynamic  airfield  where  operational  changes  and  facility  upgrades 
occur  on  a  frequent  basis.  Projects  that  have  been  identified  in  the  ROI  that  have  the  potential  to 
act  in  a  cumulative  manner  with  Alternative  #5  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  ROI  for 
cumulative  impacts  is  generally  limited  to  Rickenbacker  lAP,  and  the  immediately  adjacent 
property  because  physical  impacts  related  to  the  proposal  are  largely  confined  to  these 
properties.  Planning  efforts  in  the  ROI  include  the  actions  described  within  this  EIS,  as  well  as 
those  other  projects  that  are  ongoing,  or  plaimed  over  the  short  term.  Additional  projects  within 
the  ROI  are  discussed  below  in  Table  5.5. 1-1. 


Table  5,5,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

1  121  ARW  Projects  I 

Under  the  NDAA  Implementation  Plan,  Riekenbaeker  ANGS  will  lose  6 
KC-135sinFY  2013. 

NA 

In  progress  - 
FY  2013 

New  main  entranee  and  guard  house:  Constmetion  of  a  new  Main  Entranee 
to  inelude  100  pereent  inspeetion  area,  vehiele  turn-around,  tmek  inspeetion 
eanopy,  and  guardhouse.  This  ineludes  32,000  SF  of  new  impervious 
surfaee. 

47,030 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years 

Repair  Airerafl  Ramp:  Seal  existing  eonerete  joints,  repair  storm  drain,  mill 
asphalt;  remove  eonerete  pavement,  pour  new  asphalt  pavement  with  base, 
pour  new  eonerete  pavement  for  aireraft  parking. 

1,336,630 

In  progress  - 
FY  2014 

New  Small  Amis  Indoor  Range  System:  New  Small  Arms  Range,  range 
supplies  and  equipment  storage.  This  ineludes  14,400  SF  of  new 
impervious  surfaee. 

18,400 

Within  the  next  5 
years 

New  Composite  Reserve  Forees  Operations  and  Training  and  Medieal 
Training/ Administration  Faeility:  Mission  Support  Group/Mission  Support 
Flight,  Medieal  Administration,  Medieal  Training.  This  ineludes  68,220  SF 
of  new  impervious  surfaee. 

176,220 

Within  the  next  5 
years 
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Table  5,5,1-1,  Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Actions 
in  tbe  ROI  for  Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Project  Name/Descriptions 

Approximate 
Square 
Footage  (SF) 

Timeframe 

New  Civil  Engineering  Pavements  and  Grounds  and  Central  Hazardous 
Waste  Faeility:  Pavements  and  Grounds  Faeility,  Central  Hazardous  Waste 
Aeeumulation  Point.  This  ineludes  8,000  SF  of  new  impervious  surfaee. 

22,850 

Within  the  next  5 
years 

Repair  Base  Asphalt  Pavements 

234,000 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years 

Renovate/Repair  Building  872:  Renovate  Building  872  offiee  areas,  install 
Exterior  Insulation  and  Finish  System,  new  windows,  and  repair  lintels  and 
sills  in  warehouse. 

0 

Completed  within 
the  last  few  years 

Replaee  Existing  Water  Lines:  Replaee  water  pipes  and  valves,  install  new 
smart  water  meters. 

280,830 

Within  the  next  5 
years 

Rickenbacker  lAP  | 

Riekenbaeker  Parkway  Phase  1  and  2A:  Construetion  of  a  median-divided 
four-lane  curb  and  gutter  asphalt  roadway.  Total  length  was  approximately 
3.3  miles  along  the  west  side  of  the  airport.  Phase  1  was  completed  in  2006 
(Phase  lA)  and  2007  (Phase  IB).  Phase  2A  was  completed  2012. 

NA 

Completed  within 
the  last  seven  years 

Rickenbacker  Parkway  Phase  2B:  Extension  of  the  median-divided  four- 
lane  curb  and  gutter  asphalt  roadway  to  the  north  side  of  the  airport  up  to 
and  including  improvements  (primarily  lane  widening)  to  SR  317  and  Alum 
Creek  Drive.  Project  is  out  to  bid  now  and  will  be  constructed  2013 
through  2014. 

NA 

Within  next  few 
years. 

Groveport  Road  Reconfiguration  Phase  1  and  Phase  2:  Phase  1  included 
the  primarily  lane  widening  at  the  intersection  of  Groveport  Road  and  Alum 
Creek  Drive  just  south  of  Interstate  270  intersection.  Completed  in  2012. 
Phase  2  includes  a  new  bridge  and  roundabouts  to  reconfigure  vehicular 
traffic  flow  at  the  intersection  of  Groveport  Road  and  Alum  Creek 
Drive.  Project  is  under  construction  and  will  be  complete  in  2013. 

NA 

Completed  in 
2012/To  be 
completed  in  2013 

East-West  Connector  (Pickaway  County  south  of  airport)  Phase  lA  and  IB: 
Phase  lA  includes  the  reconstruction  and  widening  (to  3  lanes)  of  Duvall 
Road  from  SR  23  over  to  Ashville  Pike,  including  a  bridge  over  the  existing 
railroad  tracks.  Phase  IB  includes  the  reconstruction  and  widening  (to  3 
lanes)  of  Ashville  Pike  from  Duvall  Road  up  to  Rickenbacker  Parkway. 
Project  is  being  bid  and  construction  will  start  summer  2013  and  be 
complete  in  2014. 

NA 

To  be  completed  in 
2014 

Notes:  SF  =  square  foot;  121  ARW  =  12 1“**  Air  Refueling  Wing;  NDAA  =  National  Defense  Authorization  Act;  ANG  =  Air 


National  Guard  Station;  FY  =  Fiscal  Year;  lAP  =  International  Airport;  SR  =  State  Route 

5,5,2  Cumulative  Impacts 

5.5.2.1  Noise 

Under  Alternative  #5,  the  number  of  acres  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater  exposure 
area  would  decrease  slightly  by  approximately  99  acres,  including  a  reduction  of  approximately 
72  acres  of  off-airport  property.  There  are  no  residential  areas  that  underlie  the  noise  contours 
under  this  alternative.  While  there  are  other  projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  that  have  the  ability 
to  add  noise  to  the  environment  at  Rickenbacker  lAP,  most  of  these  are  short-term  construction 
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projects  that  would  occur  in  what  is  otherwise  an  industrial  setting  other  than  the  reduction  of 
aircraft  assigned  to  the  121  ARW  which  would  cause  further  reduction  in  noise  contours.  Noise 
from  implementation  of  these  actions  would  be  localized  to  the  airport  environs,  and  would  not 
be  expected  to  increase  the  overall  noise  contours.  Cumulative  impacts  to  the  noise  environment 
at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  not  be  significant. 

5. 5. 2.2  Air  Quality 

The  net  annual  emissions  increases  from  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  as  well  as  those  other 
projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  (including  both  construction  and 
airfield  operations)  would  be  below  the  CAA  PSD  major  source  thresholds  and/or  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the  CAA  for  all  pollutants.  Due  to  the 
projected  loss  of  aircraft  in  FY  2013,  this  would  further  reduce  emissions.  It  is  not  anticipated 
that  any  of  the  projects  identified  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  would  impact  air  quality. 

The  potential  effects  of  GHG  emissions  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  by  nature  global. 
Substantial  temperature  increases  attributable  to  global  climate  change  could  result  in  a  variety 
of  impacts  to  the  people,  economy,  and  environment.  These  impacts  include  potential  impacts  to 
ecosystems,  wildlife  and  agriculture,  increases  in  the  incidence  of  wildfires,  changes  in 
precipitation  levels,  and  rising  sea  levels.  The  impacts  of  global  climate  change  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  a  substantial  impact  on  Rickenbacker  ANGS  beyond  regional  impacts  to  the 
area  in  general. 

Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the  science,  it  is  not  useful  at 
this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to  any  specific 
climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG  emissions  from 
the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for  information  and 
comparison  purposes. 

5. 5. 2. 3  Safety 

Providing  new  and  renovated  facilities  for  the  121  ARW  that  support  operational  requirements  of 
the  KC-46A,  and  are  properly  sited  with  adequate  space  and  a  modernized  supporting 
infrastructure  would  generally  enhance  ground  and  flight  safety  during  required  operations, 
training,  maintenance  and  support  procedures,  security  functions,  and  other  activities  conducted 
by  the  121  ARW.  AT/FP  requirements  have  also  been  addressed  to  the  extent  practicable  in  all 
facility  construction  projects.  The  fire  and  crash  response  capability  currently  provided  by  the 
121  ARW  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  is  sufficient  to  meet  all  requirements.  Risk  of  a  catastrophic 
event  occurring  during  construction  activities  described  under  Alternative  #5  or  those  activities 
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described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  is  considered  to  be  low,  and  strict  adherence  to  all  applicable 
occupational  safety  requirements  would  further  minimize  the  relatively  low  risk  associated  with 
described  construction  activities.  PAA  reduction  under  the  2013  NDAA  would  further  reduce 
safety  concerns.  Cumulative  impacts  to  ground  or  flight  safety  would  be  negligible  at  the 
airfield.  Construction  and  repair  projects  identified  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  would  be  beneficial  to 
safety  with  pavement  repairs  and  AT/FP  enhancements. 

5. 5. 2.4  Soils  and  Water 

Soils 

In  addition  to  the  368,330  SF  (8.5  acres)  of  surface  disturbance  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  Alternative  #5,  additional  surface  area  would  be  disturbed  in  the  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

The  CWA  considers  stormwater  from  a  construction  site  as  a  point  source  of  pollution  regulated 
by  the  NPDES  permit.  Therefore,  those  projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  larger  than  1  acre 
would  be  required  to  have  a  site-specific  and  detailed  SWPPP  that  coordinates  the  timing  of  soil 
disturbing  activities  with  the  installation  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff  controls  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
the  impacts  to  the  local  watershed;  this  is  an  effective  way  of  controlling  erosion  while  soil  is 
exposed  and  subject  to  construction  activity.  Implementation  of  standard  construction  practices 
would  be  used  to  limit  or  eliminate  soil  movement,  stabilize  erosion,  and  control  sedimentation. 
These  standard  construction  practices  would  include  the  use  of:  velocity  dissipation  devices; 
well-maintained  silt  fences;  minimizing  surficial  area  disturbed;  stabilization  of  cut/fill  slopes; 
minimization  of  earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather;  and  use  of  temporary  detention 
ponds.  Following  construction,  disturbed  areas  not  covered  with  impervious  surfaces  would  be 
reestablished  with  appropriate  vegetation  and  managed  to  minimize  future  erosion  potential. 
Given  the  use  of  engineering  practices  that  would  minimize  potential  erosion,  cumulative 
impacts  to  earth  resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

Water 

In  addition  to  the  14,660  SF  (0.3  acre)  of  new  impervious  surface  that  would  result  from 
Alternative  #5,  other  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  would  also  occur  in  the  vicinity  as  a  result 
of  the  projects  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  over  the  next  5  years. 

Cumulative  impacts  to  the  hydrologic  cycle  as  a  result  of  increasing  impervious  surface  would  be 
dependent  on  the  unique  conditions  present  at  the  site  and  its  watershed.  LID  is  a  stormwater 
management  approach  that  mimics  nature's  ability  to  clean  and  store  stormwater  runoff 
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accomplished  through  use  of  standard  construetion  practices  that  inhltrate,  filter,  store,  reuse, 
evaporate,  and  detain  runoff  close  to  its  source. 

Provided  that  the  projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  are  located  within  federal  lands,  compliance 
with  UFC  3-210-10,  LID  (as  amended,  2010)  and  EISA  Section  438  would  ensure  any  increase 
in  surface  water  runoff  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  eonstruetion  would  be  attenuated  through  the 
use  of  temporary  and/or  permanent  drainage  management  features  sueh  that  post-development 
runoff  rates  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  pre-development  rates.  Additionally,  it  is  expected 
that  any  construction  activities  would  adhere  to  NPDES  requirements  including  implementation 
of  standard  eonstruetion  practices  deseribed  above.  As  such,  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources  would  be  expected  to  be  minor. 

5. 5.2. 5  Biological  Resourees 

Noise  from  temporary  eonstruetion  would  not  be  expected  to  impact  wildlife  in  the  area  because 
they  are  aceustomed  to  elevated  noise  levels  assoeiated  with  eurrent  aireraft  and  military 
operations.  Annual  operations  for  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  are  projected  to  inerease  by 
approximately  6  percent  from  baseline  operations.  An  increase  in  levels  of  operations  (e.g., 
sorties)  may  result  in  a  slight  increased  opportunity  for  bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes  to  oecur, 
ineluding  those  with  migratory  birds.  No  federally  threatened  and  endangered  speeies  and  one 
state  listed  species  are  currently  known  to  oecur  on  Rickenbacker  lAP.  Construction-related 
impaets  to  the  vegetation  at  the  installation  and  in  the  vicinity  of  projects  identified  in  Table 
5.5. 1-1  would  be  negligible  due  to  the  lack  of  sensitive  vegetation  in  the  project  areas.  There  are 
no  wetland  areas  that  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  projeet  footprints.  In  general,  construction 
activities  at  the  121  ARW  installation  and  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  primarily  oecur  on  sites 
that  are  already  highly  altered  by  man.  These  impacts  would  include  the  removal  of  some 
vegetation  and  associated  wildlife  habitat.  However,  wildlife  that  uses  these  areas  is  typieal  of 
urban  and  suburban  areas.  Cumulative  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be  minor. 

5. 5.2. 6  Cultural  Resources 

The  installation  is  eonsidered  to  have  no  to  low  probability  of  containing  archaeological 
resources.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  arehaeological  or  human  remains  were  identified  during 
proposed  construction  activities  assoeiated  with  Alternative  #5  or  any  of  the  projects  listed  in 
Table  5. 5. 1-1,  activities  would  immediately  eease  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  and  appropriate 
personnel  would  eontact  a  qualified  arehaeologist  to  evaluate  the  discovery.  Under  the  Proposed 
Aetion,  two  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  modifieation  are  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP 
(Hangar  885  and  888)  (Snyder  2007).  Hangar  885  would  have  an  addition  and  renovations 
inside  to  house  the  new  aireraft  and  support  facilities.  Beeause  these  renovations  would  alter  the 
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exterior  appearanee  of  a  strueture  that  is  considered  eligible  because  of  its  design,  the 
construction  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  a  historic  property.  Modifications  to  Hangar  888 
would  all  be  interior  and  are  not  expected  to  have  an  adverse  effect  on  this  NRHP-eligible 
resource.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  have  developed  a  Programmatic  Agreement 
stating  that  if  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  host  the  MOB  2  KC-46  beddown,  further 
consultation  would  be  conducted  to  minimize  and  mitigate  adverse  effects  to  these  buildings  (see 
Appendix  B,  Section  B3).  No  traditional  cultural  resources  have  been  identified  on  the 
installation.  Cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  anticipated  to  be  minor. 

5. 5.2. 7  Land  Use 

Under  Alternative  #5,  acreage  off  airport  property  contained  within  the  65  dB  DNL  and  greater 
noise  contours  would  decrease  by  approximately  72  acres  resulting  in  beneficial  impacts.  In 
general,  land  uses  surrounding  Rickenbacker  lAP  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
activities  described  under  Alternative  #5  in  concert  with  those  described  in  Table  5.5. 1-1.  The 
location  and  function  of  proposed  structures  within  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS  are  compatible  with 
the  surrounding  area.  Although  future  development  at  Rickenbacker  lAP  and  adjacent  areas  is 
anticipated,  development  would  be  subject  to  planning  and  land  use  requirements,  including 
those  associated  with  the  airport,  counties,  cities  and  other  municipalities.  Project-specific 
studies  would  be  performed  to  determine  and  address  any  projects  that  would  result  in  land  use 
conflicts,  such  encroachment  airfield  safety  zones.  Cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  as  a  result  of 
the  described  activities,  including  impacts  from  noise  and  air  quality,  would  be  expected  to  be 
negligible. 

5. 5.2. 8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

Demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  commensurate  with  the  impacts  from  the  loss  of 
six  aircraft  and  the  increase  in  personnel  under  Alternative  #5.  Further,  building  space  and 
facilities  to  be  constructed  as  a  component  of  this  action,  as  well  as  those  identified  in  Table 
5.5. 1-1,  may  require  additional  electricity.  In  addition,  wastewater,  solid  waste,  demand  for 
potable  water,  and  traffic  would  temporarily  increase  during  construction,  and  would  increase 
slightly  in  the  long-term  due  to  increase  in  personnel.  The  proposed  construction  and  demolition 
activities  could  temporarily  affect  the  quality  of  stormwater  runoff  through  potential  increases  in 
soil  erosion.  Standard  construction  practices  would  be  implemented  during  construction  and 
demolition  to  minimize  runoff  Any  new  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  these  projects 
would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are 
currently  in  place.  In  addition,  construction  projects  would  incorporate  LEED  and  sustainable 
development  concepts  to  achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  sustainability,  and  energy 
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conservation.  In  general,  cumulative  impacts  to  installation  infrastructure  as  a  result  of  deseribed 
aetivities  would  be  expected  to  be  positive  over  the  long-term. 

5 . 5 . 2 . 9  Hazardous  Materials  and  W aste 

The  type  of  hazardous  materials  needed  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-46A  would  be 
expected  to  remain  similar  to  those  currently  used  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  KC-135 
fleet,  with  the  exception  of  ODSs.  Under  Alternative  #5,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for  the 
121  ARW  would  inerease  approximately  11  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum 
substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expeeted  to  inerease  commensurately. 
Furthermore,  it  is  expeeted  that  short-term  inereases  would  be  realized  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of 
fuel  used  during  eonstruction  activities  for  this  action  as  well  as  those  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  (e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters,  oily  rags,  etc.)  would  continue  to  be 
managed  in  aceordance  with  the  installation’s  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan  and  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  loeal  regulations.  Additionally,  no  changes  to  the  installation’s 
small  quantity  generator  status  would  be  expeeted  to  oecur  due  to  the  increase  in  hazardous 
waste  generation  from  aircraft  operations.  In  addition,  any  struetures  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1 
proposed  for  demolition,  addition,  or  retrofit  would  be  inspected  for  ACM  and  LBP  according  to 
established  ANG  procedures  prior  to  any  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  Cumulative 
impacts  as  a  result  of  the  deseribed  activities  are  expected  to  be  minor. 

5.5.2.10  Soeioeconomics 

Economic  activity  associated  with  proposed  construction  activities  described  as  a  component  of 
this  alternative  and  those  shown  in  Table  5.5. 1-1,  sueh  as  employment  and  materials  purchasing, 
would  provide  short-term  economie  benefits  to  the  local  economy.  Under  the  NDAA 
Implementation  Plan,  the  121  ARW  will  lose  six  KC-135  aireraft,  ineluding  a  reduetion  in 
personnel.  As  a  result,  eumulative  impaets  under  Alternative  #5  would  mean  a  greater  increase  in 
personnel  than  projected,  and  therefore  a  greater  increase  in  total  annual  salary  for  the  full-time 
employees  based  on  those  changes.  Short-term  beneficial  impacts  resulting  from  construction 
payrolls  and  materials  purchased  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  Alternative  #5  and  those 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  would  be  negligible  on  a  regional  scale. 

5 .5 .2. 1 1  Environmental  Justiee  and  the  Proteetion  of  Children 

Under  Alternative  #5,  in  coneert  with  those  projects  listed  in  Table  5. 5. 1-1,  there  would  be  no 
residential  populations,  including  no  minority  or  low-income  populations,  loeated  within  the 
projected  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  in  the  vicinity  of  Rickenbacker  lAP.  There  are  no  other 
projects  listed  in  Table  5.5. 1-1  that  would  be  expeeted  to  impact  environmental  justiee 
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communities.  Under  Alternative  #5  there  would  be  no  sehools  exposed  to  aireraft  DNL  of  65  dB 
or  above.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  eumulative  impacts  to  the  health  or  safety  of  ehildren. 

5.6  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources  for  All 

Alternatives 

NEPA  CEQ  regulations  require  environmental  analyses  to  identify  “...any  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  eommitments  of  resourees  that  would  be  involved  in  the  Proposed  Aetion  should  it 
be  implemented”  (40  CER  Seetion  1502.16).  Irreversible  and  irretrievable  resouree 
eommitments  are  related  to  the  use  of  nonrenewable  resources  and  the  effeets  the  uses  of  these 
resourees  have  on  future  generations.  Irreversible  effeets  primarily  result  from  the  use  or 
destruetion  of  a  speeifie  resouree  (e.g.,  energy  and  minerals)  that  eannot  be  replaeed  within  a 
reasonable  time  frame.  Building  eonstruetion  material  such  as  gravel  and  gasoline  usage  for 
eonstruetion  equipment  would  eonstitute  the  eonsumption  of  non-renewable  resourees. 
Irretrievable  resouree  commitments  also  involve  the  loss  in  value  of  an  affeeted  resouree  that 
eannot  be  restored  as  a  result  of  the  aetion. 

The  primary  irretrievable  impaets  of  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  for  any  of  the 
alternatives  would  involve  the  use  of  energy,  labor,  materials  and  funds,  and  the  eonversion  of 
some  lands  from  an  undeveloped  condition  through  the  eonstruetion  of  buildings  and  facilities  on 
the  installation.  Irretrievable  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result  of  eonstruetion,  faeility  operation, 
and  maintenanee  aetivities.  Direct  losses  of  biologieal  produetivity  and  the  use  of  natural 
resourees  from  these  impaets  would  be  ineonsequential. 
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CHAPTER  7  PERSONS  AND  AGENCIES  CONTACTED 

Forbes  ANGS 
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Ellis,  Henryetta,  THPO,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Central  Region,  Kansas  City,  MO  64106-2641 

Gordon,  The  Honorable  Lana,  Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  Topeka,  KS  66614 

Holton,  Kerry,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Hunter,  Dr.  Andrea  A.,  THPO,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  Pawhuska,  OK  74056 

Jenkins,  The  Honorable  Lynn,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Johnson,  Erie,  Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority,  Forbes  Field,  Topeka,  KS  66619 

Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Region  2,  Topeka,  KS  66606 

Mitehell,  John,  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment,  Division  of  Environment, 
Topeka,  KS  66612-1367 

Moran,  The  Honorable  Jerry,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 
Mosteller,  Kelli,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
Munroe,  Guy,  Chairman,  Kaw  Nation,  Kaw  City,  OK  74641 
Obermeyer,  Dr.  Briee,  Delaware  Nation,  Emporia,  KS  66801 
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Ortiz,  Steve,  Couneil  Chair,  Prairie  Band  Potawatomi  Tribe,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 

Redeagle,  Mr.  John  D.,  Prineipal  Chief,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  Pawhuska,  OK  70456 

Roberts,  The  Honorable  Pat,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 
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Shawnee  County  Planning  Department,  Topeka,  KS  66618 
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Wolgast,  Larry,  Councilperson,  Topeka  City  Council  District  #5,  Topeka,  KS  66611 

JB  MDL 

Christie,  The  Honorable  Chris,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

Clifton,  The  Honorable  Robert,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  Millstone,  NJ  08535 

Coordinator,  Regional  Planning,  Burlington  County,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 

Dancer,  The  Honorable  Ronald,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  Cream  Ridge,  NJ  08514 

Davis,  Eric,  Supervisor,  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  New  Jersey  Ecological  Services  Pield 
Office,  Pleasantville,  NJ  08232 

Deman,  Ernie,  Supervising  Environmental  Specialist,  New  Jersey  Pinelands  Commission,  New 
Lisbon,  NJ  08064 

Durr,  The  Honorable  Jim,  Mayor  of  North  Hanover  Township,  Jacobstown,  NJ  08562 

Environmental  Review  Coordinator,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  2,  New 
York,  NY  10007-1866 

Foster,  Ruth  W.,  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Office  of  Permit 
Coordination  and  Environmental  Review,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

Francioli,  The  Honorable  Ronald,  Mayor  of  New  Hanover  Township,  Whippany,  NJ  07981 

Fressola,  The  Honorable  Mike,  Mayor  of  Manchester  Township,  Manchester,  NJ  08759 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


7-2 


Chapter  8  -  List  of  Preparers 


Final  -  June  2014 


Gould,  Mark,  Chairperson,  Nanticoke-Lenni-Lenape  Indians  of  New  Jersey,  Bridgeton,  NJ 
08302 

Harper,  The  Honorable  Thomas,  Mayor  of  Wrightstown,  Wrightstown,  NJ  08562 

Hawkins,  Joanne  Bundy,  Powhattan-Renape  Nation,  Rankokus  Indian  Reservation,  Raneoeas, 

NJ  08073 

Holton,  Kerry,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Lautenberg,  The  Honorable  Frank,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Leutwyler,  The  Honorable  David,  Mayor  of  Plumsted  Township,  New  Egypt,  NJ  08533 

MeDaniel,  The  Honorable  Denis,  Mayor  of  Springfield  Township,  Jobstown,  NJ  08041 

Menendez,  The  Honorable  Robert,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

New  Jersey  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Endangered  and  Nongame  Speeies  Program, 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 

Patriarca,  The  Honorable  David,  Mayor  of  Pemberton  Township,  Pemberton,  NJ  08068-1539 

Perry,  Dwaine,  Chief,  Ramapough  Mountain  Indians,  Mahwah,  NJ  07430 

Phifer,  Ph.D.,  Paul,  Assistant  Regional  Director,  Ecological  Services,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Region  5,  Hadley,  MA  01035-9589 

Reina,  The  Honorable  Michael,  Mayor  of  Jackson  Township,  Jackson,  NJ  08527 

Robbie,  Mary  Pat,  Director,  Resource  Conservation,  Burlington  County,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 

Runyun,  The  Honorable  Jon,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Saunders,  Daniel,  Administrator  and  Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  New  Jersey 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Trenton,  NJ 
08625-420 

Shaw,  Richard,  State  Soil  Scientist,  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  New  Jersey  State 
Office,  Somerset,  NJ  08873 

Smith,  The  Honorable  Chris,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 
Stull,  Wayne,  Trust  Board  Chairman,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  Bartlesville,  OK  74006 
Thompson,  The  Honorable  Samuel,  New  Jersey  Senate,  Old  Bridge,  NJ  08857 
Vele,  Kimberly,  President,  Stockbridge-Munsee  Community,  Bowler,  WI  54416 
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White,  Sherry,  THPO,  Stoekbridge-Munsee  Community,  Bowler,  WI  54416 
Pease  ANGS 

Ayotte,  The  Honorable  Kelly,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Clark,  The  Honorable  Martha,  New  Hampshire  Senate,  Coneord,  NH  03301 

Drew,  Timothy,  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Serviees,  Coneord,  NH  03302 

Francis,  Kirk,  Tribal  Chief,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  Indian  Island,  ME  04668 

Hassan,  The  Honorable  Maggie,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Concord,  NH  03301 

Historic  Preservation  Officer,  New  Hampshire  Division  of  Historical  Resources,  Concord,  NH 
03301 

New  Hampshire  Coastal  Program,  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  Portsmouth,  NH 
03801 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  Wetlands  Bureau,  Concord,  NH  03302 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Transportation,  Bureau  of  Environment,  Concord,  NH  03302 

New  Hampshire  Eish  and  Game  Department,  Concord,  NH  03301 

New  Hampshire  Office  of  Energy  and  Planning,  Concord,  NH  03301 

New  Hampshire  State  Port  Authority,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Newsom,  Bonnie,  THPO,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  Indian  Island,  ME  04468 

Northeast  Coordinator,  U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service  Region  V,  Hadley,  MA  01035 

Portsmouth  City  Hall,  Community  Development  Department,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Scarlotto,  The  Honorable  Joe,  New  Hampshire  Representative,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801-4126 

Shaheen,  The  Honorable  Jeanne,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Shea-Porter,  The  Honorable  Carol,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Spear,  The  Honorable  Eric,  Mayor  of  Portsmouth,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Stowell,  Maria,  Pease  Development  Authority,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Town  of  Newington  Planning  Department,  Newington,  NH  03801 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1,  Boston,  MA  02109-3912 
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Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Belotti,  Rich,  Director,  Planning  &  Environmental  Affairs,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport, 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 

Caruso,  Christopher,  Planning  Administrator,  Township  of  Findlay,  Clinton,  PA  15026 

Casey,  Jr.,  The  Honorable  Robert,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Celeste,  The  Honorable  Anthony,  Mayor  of  Coraopolis,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108 

Copeyon,  Carole,  Endangered  Speeies  Program  Supervisor,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serviee, 
Pennsylvania  Field  Offiee,  State  College,  PA  16801 

Corbett,  The  Honorable  Tom,  Offiee  of  the  Governor,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222 

Etzel,  Sandra,  Allegheny  County  Health  Department,  Air  Quality  Program,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15201 

Frankel,  Kathy,  Natural  Resouree  Program  Supervisor,  Pennsylvania  Department  of 
Conservation  and  Natural  Resourees,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-2420 

Hans,  Scott  A.,  Chief,  Regulatory  Branch,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222- 
4186 

Henry,  Feo,  Chief,  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York,  Fewiston,  NY  14092 

Hill,  Roger,  Chief,  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneea,  Basom,  NY  14013 

Jameson,  Jr.,  Bud,  Commander,  316th  Expeditionary  Sustainment  Command,  Coraopolis,  PA 
15108-2550 

Maybee,  Melinda,  Nation  Representative,  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York,  Seneea  Falls,  NY  13148 

McDonald,  Susan,  Environmental  Speeialist,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Harrisburg 
Airports  Distriet  Office,  Camp  Hill,  PA  17011 

McFearen,  Doug  and  Kira  Heinrich,  Archaeology  &  Proteetion  Division,  Pennsylvania 

Historieal  and  Museum  Commission  -  Bureau  for  Historie  Preservation,  Harrisburg,  PA 
17120 

Murphy,  The  Honorable  Tim,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Mustio,  The  Honorable  Mark,  Pennsylvania  House  of  Representatives,  Moon  Township,  PA 
15108 

Penrod,  Bradley  D.,  President  and  Chief  Strategy  Offieer,  Allegheny  County  Department  of 
Aviation,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Chapter  7  -  Persons  and  Agencies  Contacted 


7-5 


Final  -  June  2014 


Peters,  Craig,  Commander,  911th  Air  Wing,  U.S.  Air  Force  Reserve,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108- 
2983 

Porter,  Robert  Odawi,  President,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  Irving,  NY  14081 

Powless,  Irving,  Chief,  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York,  Nedrow,  NY  13120 

Rudnick,  Barbara,  NEPA  Team  Leader,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  3, 

Office  of  Environmental  Programs  (3EA30),  Environmental  Assessment  and  Innovation 
Division,  Philadelphia,  PA  19103-2029 

Sitio,  Lou,  Assistant  Chief  of  Public  Affairs,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  North  Atlantic 
Division,  Brooklyn,  NY  1 1252 

Smith,  The  Honorable  Matt,  Pennsylvania  Senate,  Harrisburg,  PA  17120-3037 

Toomey,  The  Honorable  Patrick,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Watt,  Lana,  THPO,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  Salamanca,  NY  14779 

Ziegler,  Jeffrey,  Assistant  Township  Manager,  Moon  Township  Administration  Office,  Moon 
Township,  PA  15108 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

aa  Cooka,  Ethel  E.,  Chief,  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Adkins,  Lisa,  Program  Coordinator,  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Columbus,  OH  43211- 
2474 

Ankrom,  John,  Service  Director,  City  of  Circleville  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission, 
Circleville,  OH  43113 

Bacon,  The  Honorable  Kevin,  Ohio  Senate,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Barrett,  John,  Chairman,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Bishoff,  The  Honorable  Heather,  Ohio  House  of  Representatives,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Brown,  Lee,  Planning  Administrator,  Franklin  County  Economic  Development  &  Planning 
Department,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Brown,  The  Honorable  Sherrod,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Carter,  Ron,  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Wildlife,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

Clemons,  Sherri,  THPO,  Wyandotte  Nation,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
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Coleman,  The  Honorable  Michael,  Mayor  of  Columbus,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Columbus  Health  Department,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Delaney,  Katie,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Romulus,  MI  48174 

Director  of  Planning,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  Columbus,  OH  43219 

Ferris,  Kade,  THPO,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  Belcourt,  ND 
58316 

Frank,  Harold,  Chairman,  Forest  County  Potawatomi  Community,  Crandon,  WI  54520 

Friend,  Billy,  Chief,  Wyandotte  Nation,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 

Froman,  John  P.,  Chief,  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Gamble,  Thomas,  Chairperson,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355-1326 

Garver,  Dan,  District  Conservationist,  Ohio  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service,  Circleville, 
OH  43113-9575 

General  Manager,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  Rickenbacker  International  Airport, 
Administrative  Offices,  Columbus,  OH  43217 

Hayes,  Jody,  Tribe  Administrator,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Holton,  Kerry,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Kasich,  The  Honorable  John,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Columbus,  OH  43215-6117 

Knapp,  Mary,  Field  Supervisor,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Columbus,  OH  43230-8355 

Meshigaud,  Kenneth,  Chairperson,  Hannahville  Indian  Community,  Wilson,  MI  49896-9728 

Mosteller,  Kelli,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Obermeyer,  Dr.  Brice,  Delaware  Nation,  Emporia,  KS  66801 

Ohio  Department  of  Health,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Geological  Survey,  Columbus,  OH  43229- 
6693 

Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Soil  &  Water,  Columbus,  OH  43229-6693 
Ohio  Department  of  Transportation,  District  6,  Delaware,  OH  43015 
Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
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Ortiz,  Steve,  Chairperson,  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Nation,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Piekaway  County  Offiee  of  Development  and  Planning,  Cireleville,  OH  43113 
Portman,  The  Honorable  Rob,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Spagna,  Teresa,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Huntington  District,  Huntington,  WV  25701- 
2070 

Sparkman,  Ron,  Chairperson,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Sparkman,  Ron,  Chief,  Shawnee  Tribe,  Miami,  OK  74355 

St.  Claire,  Merle,  Chairman,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota, 
Belcourt,  ND  58316 

Stivers,  The  Honorable  Steve,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC  20515 

Strack,  George,  THPO,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Miami,  OK  74355 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  5,  Chicago,  IE  60604 

Wallace,  Glenna,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  Seneca,  MO  64865 

Wesaw,  Matthew  J.,  Chairman,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 

Zimmerman,  Mike,  THPO,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 
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CHAPTER  8  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Kate  L.  Bartz,  Project  Manager,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

M.S.,  Landscape  Architecture  and  Environmental  Planning,  1994 
B.S.,  Environmental  Studies,  1987 
Years  of  Experience:  27 

Peer  Amble,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.A.,  Physical  Geography,  1988 
Years  of  Experience:  23 

Linda  DeVine,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

A. S.,  Physical  Science,  2001 

Undergraduate  Studies,  Environmental  Science,  Christopher  Newport  University 
Years  of  Experience:  29 

Cathy  Doan,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B. S.,  English,  1980 

M.A.,  Human  Resources  Development,  1985 
Years  of  Experience:  16 

Jason  Harshman,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.A.,  Geography,  2006 
Years  of  Experience:  9 

Amanda  Kreider,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

M.S.,  Eire  Ecology,  2002 
B.S.,  Wildlife  Ecology,  1998 
Years  of  Experience:  12 

Edie  Mertz,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

A.  A.  General  Education,  1994 
Years  of  Experience:  23 

Kelly  Mitchell,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B. S.,  Anthropology,  1994 
M.A.,  History,  2006 
Years  of  Experience:  16 

Susan  Ratliff,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

Years  of  Experience:  23 
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Teresa  Rudolph,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B. A.,  Anthropology,  1975 
M. A.,  Anthropology,  1981 
Years  of  Experience:  32 

Tamara  Shapiro,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.A.,  English,  1989 

M.E.A.,  Eandscape  Architecture,  2003 

Years  of  Experience:  13 

Deirdre  Stites 

A. A.,  A.S.,  Geology,  1981 
Years  of  Experience:  34 

Valorie  Thompson,  Scientific  Resources  Associated 
Ph.D.,  Chemical  Engineering 

B. S.,  Chemistry 

Years  of  Experience:  28 

Bill  Wear,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

M.A.,  Public  Administration,  1979 

B.A.,  Business  Administration/Economics,  1969 

Years  of  Experience:  44 

Vanessa  Williford,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

B.S.,  Resource  and  Environmental  Studies,  2002 
Years  of  Experience:  11 

Kimberly  Wilson,  Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

Years  of  Experience:  28 
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LIST  OF  REPOSITORIES 


Topeka  and  Shawnee  County  Public  Library 
1515  SW  10th  St 
Topeka,  KS  66604 

Carbondale  City  Library 
235  Main  St 
Carbondale,  KS  66414 

Burlington  County  Library 
5  Pioneer  Blvd 
Westampton,  NJ  08060 

Pemberton  Community  Library 
16  Broadway 
Browns  Mills,  NJ  08015 
609-893-8262 

Mr.  Scott  Campbell 
Langdon  Public  Library 
328  Nimble  Hill  Rd 
Newington,  NH  03801 

Mr.  Michael  Huxtable 
Portsmouth  Public  Library 
175  Parrott  Ave 
Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Moon  Township  Public  Library 
1700  Beaver  Grade  Rd 
Moon  Township,  PA  15108 

Robert  Morris  University  Library 
6001  University  Blvd 
Moon  Township,  PA  15108 

Metropolitan  Library 
South  High  Branch 
3540  S.  High  Street 
Columbus,  OH  43207 
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Metropolitan  Library 
Southeast  Braneh 
3980  S  Hamilton  Rd 
Groveport,  OH  43125 
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Above  Ground  Level  (AGL):  Altitude  expressed  in  feet  measured  above  the  ground  surface. 

Accident  Potential  Zone  (APZ):  An  area  defined  near  a  runway  where  accidents  are  likely  to 
occur  if  they  occur.  APZs  are  normally  3,000  feet  wide  and  extend  15,000  feet  from  the  end  of 
the  runway  but  can  curve  with  the  flight  tracks. 

Air  Refueling  Tracks:  Published  linear  routes  identified  on  air  navigation  charts  that  define  the 
flight  path  used  by  aircraft  when  refueling  other  aircraft.  For  fixed  wing  aircraft,  this  generally 
occurs  above  10,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 

Air  Force  Instruction  (API):  APIs  implementing  United  States  laws  and  regulations,  and 
providing  policy  for  United  States  Air  Force  personnel  and  activities. 

Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ):  A  land-use-planning  program,  used  by  the 
military,  to  protect  the  health,  safety,  and  welfare  of  those  living  near  military  airfields  while 
preserving  the  defense  flying  mission.  AICUZ  presents  noise  zones  and  Accident  Potential 
Zones  for  military  airfields  and  recommendations  for  compatible  land  use. 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC):  AMC,  a  major  command  with  headquarters  at  Scott  Air  Force 
Base,  Illinois,  was  created  June  1,  1992.  AMC  provides  America’s  Global  Reach.  This  rapid, 
flexible,  and  responsive  air  mobility  promotes  stability  in  regions  by  keeping  America's 
capability  and  character  highly  visible. 

Air  National  Guard  (ANG):  The  ANG  is  administered  by  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  a  joint 
bureau  of  the  departments  of  the  Army  and  United  States  Air  Force,  located  in  the  Pentagon, 
Washington,  D.C.  It  is  one  of  the  seven  Reserve  components  of  the  United  States  armed  forces 
that  augments  the  active  components  in  the  performance  of  their  missions. 

Air  Quality  Control  Region  (AQCR):  An  administrative  unit  for  monitoring  and  controlling  air 
quality  in  a  specific  region. 

Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned  Airspace  (ATCAA):  Airspace  of  defined  vertical  and  lateral 
limits,  assigned  by  Air  Traffic  Control,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  air  traffic  separation 
between  the  specified  activities  being  conducted  within  the  assigned  airspace  and  other 
Instrument  Flight  Rule  air  traffic. 

Anchors:  Air  refueling  tracks  that  go  in  a  race-track  shape  (i.e.,  loop). 
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AP/IB:  AP/IB  provides  textual  and  graphic  descriptions  and  operating  instructions  for  all 
military  training  routes  (instrument  route,  visual  route,  slow  route)  and  refueling  tracks/anchors. 
Complete  and  more  comprehensive  information  relative  to  policy  and  procedures  for  instrument 
routes  and  visual  routes  is  published  in  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Handbook  7610.4 
(Special  Military  Operation)  which  is  agreed  to  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  therefore 
directive  for  all  military  flight  operations.  AP/IB  is  the  official  source  of  route  data  for  military 
users. 

Area-Wide  Emission  Sources:  Area-wide  sources  of  pollution  are  those  where  the  emissions  are 
spread  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  consumer  products,  fireplaces,  road  dust,  and  farming 
operations. 

Average  Annual  Flying  Day:  Average  Annual  Flying  Day  represents  the  average  number  of 
aircraft  operations  flown  on  a  typical  flying  day  based  on  airport  activity  and  operational  data 
which  indicates,  on  an  annual  average-daily  basis,  the  number  of  aircraft,  by  type  of  aircraft.  An 
average  annual  day  is  a  user-defined  best  representation  of  the  typical  long-term  average 
conditions  for  an  airport  (typically  based  on  365  flying  days  per  year).  The  average  conditions 
include  the  number  and  type  of  operation  s,  routing  structure,  runway  configuration,  aircraft 
weight,  temperature  and  wind. 

Average  Sortie  Duration  (ASD):  A  flying  wing’s  total  number  of  flying  hours  divided  by  the 
number  of  sorties  that  must  be  flown. 

Backup  Aerospace  Vehicle  Inventory  (BAI):  BAI  includes  aircraft  used  as  substitutes  for 
Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  undergoing  maintenance  or  otherwise  unable  to  fly. 

Beddown:  The  permanent  basing  of  aircraft  at  a  new  installation. 

Bird/Wildlife-Aircraft  Strike  Hazard  (BASH):  A  United  States  Air  Force  program  to  reduce  the 
possibilities  of  bird  or  wildlife  collisions  with  aircraft. 

Boom/Probe  and  Drogue  Refueling:  Probe  and  drogue  refueling  employs  a  flexible  hose  that 
trails  from  the  tanker  aircraft.  The  drogue  is  a  fitting  resembling  a  windsock,  and  is  attached 
with  a  valve  to  a  flexible  hose. 

Clean  Air  Act  (CAA):  This  Act  empowered  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
to  establish  standards  for  common  pollutants  that  represent  the  maximum  levels  of  background 
pollution  that  are  considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  public  health  and 
safety. 
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Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ):  The  Council  is  within  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President  and  is  composed  of  three  members  appointed  by  the  President,  subject  to  approval  by 
the  Senate.  Members  are  to  be  conscious  of  and  responsive  to  the  scientific,  economic,  social, 
esthetic,  and  cultural  needs  of  the  nation;  and  to  formulate  and  recommend  national  policies  to 
promote  the  improvement  of  quality  of  the  environment. 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL):  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  is  a  noise  metric 
combining  the  levels  and  durations  of  noise  events  and  the  number  of  events  over  an  extended 
time  period.  It  is  a  cumulative  average  computed  over  a  24-hour  period  to  represent  total  noise 
exposure.  DNL  also  accounts  for  more  intrusive  nighttime  noise,  adding  a  10  decibel  penalty  for 
sounds  after  10:00  p.m.  and  before  7:00  a.m.  DNL  is  the  Lederal  Aviation  Administration’s 
primary  noise  metric.  Lederal  Aviation  Administration  Order  1050. IE  defines  DNL  as  the 
yearly  day/night  average  sound  level. 

Decibel  (dB):  A  sound  measurement  unit. 

De  Minimis  Threshold:  The  minimum  threshold  for  which  a  conformity  determination  must  be 
performed,  for  various  criteria  pollutants  in  various  areas. 

Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA):  The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  defined  the  term 
“endangered  species”  to  mean  any  species  (including  any  subspecies  of  fish  or  wildlife  or  plants, 
and  any  distinct  population  segment  of  any  species  or  vertebrate  fish  or  wildlife  which 
interbreeds  when  mature)  that  is  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of 
its  range. 

Environmental  Justice:  Pursuant  to  Executive  Order  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address 
Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations ,  review  must  be 
made  as  to  whether  a  federal  program,  policy,  or  action  presents  a  disproportionately  high  and 
adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effect  on  minority  and/or  low- income  populations. 

Environmental  Night:  The  period  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  when  10  decibels  is  added  to 
aircraft  noise  levels  due  to  increased  sensitivity  to  noise  at  night. 

Elight  Level  (EL):  A  level  of  constant  atmospheric  pressure  related  to  a  reference  datum  of 
29.92  inches  of  mercury.  Each  is  stated  in  three  digits  that  represent  hundreds  of  feet.  Lor 
example,  EL  250  represents  a  barometric  altimeter  indication  of  25,000  feet;  EL  255,  an 
indication  of  25,500  feet. 

Instrument  Elight  Rule  (lER):  A  standard  set  of  rules  that  all  pilots,  civilian  and  military,  must 
follow  when  operating  under  flight  conditions  that  are  more  stringent  than  Visual  Elight  Rule. 
These  conditions  include  operating  an  aircraft  in  reduced  visibility,  operating  above  certain 
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altitudes  prescribed  by  Federal  Aviation  Administration  regulations,  and  operating  in  some 
locations  like  major  civilian  airports.  Air  traffic  control  agencies  ensure  separation  of  all  aircraft 
operating  under  IFR. 

Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM):  The  INM  is  the  preferred  model  typically  used  for  Federal 
Aviation  Regulations  Part  150  noise  compatibility  planning  and  for  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  Order  1050  environmental  assessments  and  environmental  impact 
statements.  INM  is  a  computer  model  that  evaluates  aircraft  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of 
airports.  It  is  developed  based  on  the  algorithm  and  framework  from  SAE  AIR  1845  standard, 
which  used  Noise-Power-Distance  data  to  estimate  noise  accounting  for  specific  operation  mode, 
thrust  setting,  and  source-receiver  geometry,  acoustic  directivity  and  other  environmental  factors. 
The  INM  can  output  either  noise  contours  for  an  area  or  noise  level  at  pre-selected  locations. 
The  noise  output  can  be  either  exposure -based,  maximum-level-based,  or  time-based. 

Loess:  An  unstratified,  usually  buff  to  yellowish  brown,  loamy  deposit  believed  to  be  chiefly 
deposited  by  the  wind. 

Main  Operating  Base:  A  permanently  manned,  well-protected  base  with  robust  infrastructure. 
Main  operating  bases  are  characterized  by  command  and  control  structures,  enduring  family 
support  facilities,  and  strengthened  force  protection  measures. 

Mean  Sea  Level  (MSL):  Altitude  or  elevation  expressed  in  feet  referenced  to  the  average 
elevation  of  the  sea.  For  example,  a  field  elevation  of  26  feet  above  mean  sea  level  would  be 
expressed  as  “26  feet  MSL”  and  an  aircraft  altitude  of  1,200  feet  above  mean  sea  level  would  be 
expressed  as  “1,200  feet  MSL.” 

Military  Operations  Area  (MOA):  A  MOA  is  airspace  designated  outside  of  Class  A  airspace 
(i.e.,  below  18,000  feet  mean  sea  level)  to  separate  or  segregate  certain  non-hazardous  military 
activities  from  Instrument  Llight  Rule  (ILR)  traffic  and  to  identify  for  Visual  Llight  Rule  (VLR) 
traffic  where  these  activities  are  conducted. 

Mobile  Sources:  Mobile  sources  include  cars  and  light  trucks,  heavy  trucks  and  buses,  nonroad 
engines,  equipment,  and  vehicles. 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS):  NAAQS  are  established  by  the  United 
States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  criteria  pollutants  that  represent  the  maximum 
levels  of  background  pollution  that  are  considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety,  to 
protect  public  health  and  safety. 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA):  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
directs  federal  agencies  to  take  environmental  factors  into  consideration  in  their  decisions. 
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National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB):  The  NGB,  both  a  staff  and  operating  agency,  administers  the 
federal  functions  of  the  Army  and  the  Air  National  Guard.  As  a  staff  agency,  the  National  Guard 
Bureau  participates  with  the  Army  and  Air  staffs  in  developing  and  coordinating  programs  that 
directly  affect  the  National  Guard.  As  an  operating  agency,  the  National  Guard  Bureau 
formulates  and  administers  the  programs  for  training,  development,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Army  National  Guard  and  Air  National  Guard  and  acts  as  the  channel  of  communication 
between  the  Army,  Air  Force,  and  the  54  states  and  territories  where  National  Guard  units  are 
located. 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  {NHPA):  The  NHPA  of  1966,  as  amended,  established  a 
program  for  the  preservation  of  historic  properties  throughout  the  United  States. 

Nautical  Mile:  A  distance  unit  equal  to  1.14  statute  miles. 

NOISEMAP:  NOISEMAP  is  a  group  of  computer  programs  developed  over  a  number  of  years 
by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  for  prediction  of  noise  exposures  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military 
installation.  NOISEMAP  is  the  primary  computer  model  used  by  Department  of  Defense  for 
evaluating  military  fixed-wing  aircraft  noise.  It  contains  a  suite  of  computer  programs  for 
prediction  of  noise  exposure  from  aircraft  flight,  maintenance,  and  ground  runup 
operations.  NOISEMAP  output  includes  noise  contours,  noise  levels  at  preselected  locations, 
and  other  supplemental  metrics  to  assist  users  in  analyzing  impacts  resulting  from  aircraft  noise 
in  the  airfield  environment. 

Operation:  An  operation  can  apply  to  both  airfield  and  airspace  activities.  At  an  airfield,  an 
operation  consists  of  a  single  action  such  as  a  take-off,  or  a  landing  (i.e.,  two  operations).  Eor 
airspace  and  ranges,  an  operation  consists  of  the  use  of  one  airspace  unit  (e.g..  Military 
Operations  Area,  Air  Refueling  Track)  by  one  aircraft.  Each  time  a  single  aircraft  flies  into  a 
different  airspace  unit,  one  operation  is  counted.  During  a  single  sortie,  an  aircraft  could  fly  in 
several  airspace  units,  and  conduct  a  number  of  operations;  therefore,  the  number  of  operations 
exceeds  the  number  of  sorties. 

Prime  Farmland:  Prime  farmlands  are  designations  assigned  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Prime  farmland  is  land  that  has  the  best  combination  of  physical  and  chemical 
characteristics  for  producing  food,  feed,  forage,  fiber,  and  oilseed  crops.  The  land  is  also  used  as 
cropland,  pastureland,  rangeland,  forest  land,  or  other  land,  but  cannot  be  used  as  urban  built-up 
land  or  water. 

Power  Setting:  The  power  or  thrust  output  of  an  engine  in  terms  of  kilonewtons  thrust  for 
turbojet  and  turbofan  engines  or  shaft  power  in  terms  of  kilowatts  for  turboprop  engines. 
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Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA):  PAA  consists  of  the  aircraft  authorized  and 
assigned  to  perform  an  Air  National  Guard  wing’s  missions. 

Scoping:  A  process  of  identifying  the  main  issues  of  concern  at  an  early  stage  in  planning,  in 
order  to  discover  any  alternatives  and  aid  in  site  selection. 

Sortie:  A  sortie  refers  to  a  single  military  aircraft  from  take-off  through  final  landing,  and 
everything  that  might  be  conducted  during  that  flying  mission.  A  sortie  will  always  include 
more  than  one  operation. 

Sortie  Operation:  A  sortie  operation  is  counted  each  time  a  single  aircraft  enters  Special 
Activity  Airspace  such  as  an  Air  Refueling  Route  or  Military  Operations  Area  (MO A). 

Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL):  SEL  accounts  for  both  the  maximum  sound  level  and  the  length 
of  time  a  sound  lasts.  It  provides  a  measure  of  the  total  sound  exposure  for  an  entire  event. 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  Order  1050. IE  defines  SEE  as  a  single  event  metric  that  takes 
into  account  both  the  noise  level  and  duration  of  the  event  and  referenced  to  a  standard  duration 
of  one  second. 

Special  Status  Species:  Special  Status  Species  are  defined  as  those  plant  and  animal  species 
listed  as  endangered,  threatened,  and  species  proposed  for  listing  by  the  Elnited  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (EISFWS)  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  and  by  state  agencies.  The 
federal  ESA  protects  federally  listed  endangered  and  threatened  plant  and  animal  species. 
Critical  habitat  is  a  term  defined  and  used  in  the  ESA.  It  is  a  specific  geographic  area(s)  that 
contains  features  essential  for  the  conservation  of  a  threatened  or  endangered  species  and  that 
may  require  special  management  and  protection.  Federally  identified  candidate  species  (species 
proposed  for  listing)  are  not  protected  under  law;  however,  these  species  could  become  listed, 
and  therefore,  protected  at  any  time.  Their  consideration  early  in  the  planning  process  may  avoid 
future  conflicts  that  could  otherwise  occur.  Additionally,  the  corresponding  state  regulatory 
agencies  (Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks  and  Tourism;  New  Jersey  Division  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife;  New  Hampshire  Fish  and  Game;  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Conservation  and 
Natural  Resources;  and  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources)  protect  state-listed  plant  and 
animal  species  through  State  fish  and  wildlife  and  administrative  codes. 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO):  State  department  responsible  for  assigning 
protected  status  for  cultural  and  historic  resources. 

Stationary  Sources:  A  place  or  object  from  which  pollutants  are  released  and  which  does  not 
move  around.  Stationary  sources  include  power  plants,  gas  stations,  incinerators,  houses,  etc. 
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Traditional/Cultural  Resource:  Cultural  and  traditional  resources  are  any  prehistoric  or  historic 
district,  site  or  building,  structure,  or  object  considered  important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or 
community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other  purposes. 

Visual  Flight  Rule  (VFR):  A  standard  set  of  rules  that  all  pilots,  both  civilian  and  military,  must 
follow  when  not  operating  under  Instrument  Flight  Rule.  These  rules  require  that  pilots  remain 
clear  of  clouds  and  avoid  other  aircraft.  See  Instrument  Flight  Rule. 

Warning  Areas:  A  warning  area  is  airspace  of  defined  dimensions,  extending  from  3  nautical 
miles  outward  from  the  coast  of  the  United  States,  containing  activity  that  may  be  hazardous  to 
non-participating  aircraft.  The  purpose  of  such  areas  is  to  warn  non-participating  pilots  of  the 
potential  danger.  A  warning  area  may  be  located  over  domestic  or  international  waters  or  both. 
A  warning  area  may  be  located  over  domestic  or  international  waters  or  both.  The  airspace  is 
designated  with  a  “W”  followed  by  a  number  (e.g.,  W-237). 

Wetland,  Jurisdictional:  A  jurisdictional  wetland  is  a  wetland  that  meets  all  three  United  States 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers’  criterion  for  jurisdictional  status:  appropriate  hydrologic  regime, 
hydric  soils,  and  facultative  to  obligate  wetland  plant  communities  under  normal  growing 
conditions. 
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APPENDIX  A  RESOURCE  DEFINITIONS  AND 
METHODOLOGIES 


This  appendix  provides  a  definition  of  eaeh  resouree  deseribed  in  Chapter  3  and  analyzed  in 
Chapter  4  that  would  be  affeeted  by  implementation  of  the  various  alternatives  deseribed  in 
Chapter  2.  This  appendix  also  provides  a  deseription  of  the  methodologies  used  in  Chapter  4  to 
analyze  the  various  potential  impaets  to  those  resourees  presented  in  Chapter  3. 

The  affeeted  environment  is  deseribed  for  1 1  resouree  topies:  Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety,  Soils 
and  Water,  Biologieal  Resourees,  Cultural  Resourees,  Land  Use,  Infrastrueture  and 
Transportation,  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste,  Soeioeeonomies,  and  Environmental  Justiee  and 
the  Proteetion  of  Children.  The  following  seetions  for  eaeh  resouree  topie  begin  with  an 
introduetion  that  defines  the  resourees  addressed  in  the  seetion,  summarizes  applieable  laws  and 
regulations  that  apply  to  all  installations,  defines  key  terms  as  neeessary,  and  deseribes  the 
general  region  of  influenee  (ROI)  within  whieh  the  effeets  from  implementation  of  the  various 
alternatives  are  antieipated  to  oeeur.  The  ROI  varies  from  resouree  to  resouree,  but  in  general, 
effeets  from  the  proposed  aetivities  are  expeeted  to  be  eoneentrated  around  eaeh  of  the 
alternative  installations.  A  more  speeifie  ROI  for  eaeh  installation/resource  is  deseribed  within 
Chapter  3,  as  are  any  loeal/regional  regulations. 

The  methodology  used  in  Chapter  4  to  analyze  potential  impaets  for  eaeh  resouree  follows  the 
definition  of  the  resouree  seetions  in  this  appendix.  In  general,  throughout  this  EIS,  the  levels  of 
signifioanee  of  impaets  are  elassified  as  major,  moderate,  minor,  negligible  or  “no  impaet.”  An 
impaet  is  eonsidered  major  if  it  would  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  ehange  to  the  environment. 
An  impaet  is  eonsidered  moderate  or  minor  if  it  would  not  result  in  substantial  adverse 
environmental  effeets  but  eould  still  have  some  effeet.  The  determination  of  whether  an  impaet 
is  moderate  or  minor  is  deseribed  within  eaeh  resouree  eategory.  In  eontrast  to  “no  impaet,”  a 
negligible  impaet  eould  oeeur  but  at  the  lowest  limits  of  deteetion  of  an  effeet.  In  eases  where  no 
impaet  would  oeeur,  this  eonelusion  is  noted.  Quantitative  thresholds  are  applied,  where 
appropriate,  to  determine  the  level  of  signifioanee  (for  example,  quantitative  thresholds  are 
oommonly  used  to  determine  impaet  levels  in  the  areas  of  noise  and  air  quality).  Other  issues  are 
assessed  qualitatively  based  on  oontext  and  intensity. 

A,1  NOISE 

A.1,1  Definition  of  the  Resource 

Noise  is  eonsidered  to  be  unwanted  sound  that  interferes  with  normal  aetivities  or  otherwise 
diminishes  the  quality  of  the  environment.  It  may  be  intermittent  or  oontinuous,  steady  or 
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impulsive,  stationary  or  transient.  Stationary  sources  are  normally  related  to  specific  land  uses 
(e.g.,  housing  tracts  or  industrial  plants).  Transient  noise  sources  move  through  the  environment, 
either  along  relatively  established  paths  (e.g.,  highways,  railroads,  and  aircraft  flight  tracks 
around  airports)  or  randomly.  There  is  wide  diversity  in  responses  to  noise  that  not  only  vary 
according  to  the  type  of  noise  and  the  characteristics  of  the  sound  source,  but  also  according  to 
the  sensitivity  and  expectations  of  the  receptor,  the  time  of  day,  and  the  distance  between  the 
noise  source  (e.g.,  an  aircraft)  and  the  receptor  (e.g.,  a  person  or  animal).  The  duration  of  a  noise 
event,  and  the  number  of  times  noise  events  occur,  are  also  important  considerations  in  assessing 
noise  impacts. 

As  a  basis  for  comparison  when  noise  levels  are  considered,  it  is  useful  to  note  that  at  distances 
of  about  3  feet,  typical  kitchen  appliances  range  from  about  83  to  88  decibels  (dB),  rock  bands 
approach  110  dB,  and  normal  conversation  from  about  3  feet  would  be  approximately  60  dB. 
Figure  C-2  in  Appendix  C  depicts  typical  A-weighted  sound  pressure  levels  for  various  common 
sources. 

A.  1 . 1 . 1  Noise  Metrics 

To  assess  noise  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  each  installation,  the  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF) 
has  used  both  a  cumulative  metric,  known  as  the  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL),  and  a 
single  event  metric,  known  as  the  Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEE).  DNL  is  used  to  analyze  a 
community’s  exposure  to  noise  while  SEL  is  useful  in  describing  what  an  individual  might 
experience  on  the  ground  as  an  aircraft  passes  by  and  to  assess  potential  for  sleep  disturbance 
and  interference  with  activities.  SEL  is  used  to  assess  the  potential  impacts  of  noise  on 
structures  and  animals.  Appendix  C  provides  more  detailed  information  regarding  noise  and  the 
analysis  of  impacts  from  changes  to  the  noise  environment. 

The  frequency,  sound  level,  and  duration  of  aircraft  overflight  noise  events  depend  on  variables 
including  aircraft  type  and  model  (engine  type),  aircraft  configuration  (i.e.,  flaps,  landing  gear, 
etc.),  engine  power  setting,  aircraft  speed,  distance  between  the  observer  and  the  aircraft  flight 
track,  temperature,  humidity,  and  altitude.  Therefore,  extensive  noise  data  are  collected  for 
various  types  of  aircraft/engines  at  different  power  settings  and  phases  of  flight.  This  database  of 
aircraft  noise  provides  a  basis  for  calculation  of  average  individual-event  sound  descriptors  for 
specific  aircraft  operations  at  any  location  under  varying  meteorological  conditions.  The 
reference  values  are  adjusted  to  any  location  by  applying  appropriate  corrections  for  the 
variables. 
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Averaged  Noise  Metrics 

DNL  is  a  composite  metric  that  accounts  for  all  noise  events  in  a  24-hour  period.  In  order  to 
aeeount  for  inereased  human  sensitivity  to  noise  at  night,  a  10  dB  penalty  is  applied  to  nighttime 
events  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.).  This  “noise  penalty”  is  an  effort  to  aeeount  for  inereased  human 
sensitivity  to  late  night  noise  events.  The  summation  of  sound  during  a  24-hour  period  does  not 
ignore  the  louder  single  events;  it  aetually  tends  to  emphasize  both  the  sound  level  and  number 
of  those  events.  The  logarithmie  nature  of  the  dB  unit  causes  sound  levels  of  the  loudest  events 
to  eontrol  the  24-hour  average. 

DNL  is  the  aeeepted  unit  for  quantifying  annoyanee  to  humans  from  general  environmental 
noise,  ineluding  aireraft  noise.  The  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban  Noise  (FICUN) 
developed  land  use  eompatibility  guidelines  for  noise  exposure  areas  (FICUN  1980).  Based 
upon  these  FICUN  guidelines,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  developed 
reeommended  land  uses  in  aireraft  noise  exposure  areas.  The  USAF  and  FAA  use  DNL  as  the 
method  to  estimate  the  amount  of  exposure  to  aircraft  noise  and  predict  impacts.  Land  use 
eompatibility  and  ineompatibility  are  determined  by  eomparing  the  predieted  DNL  at  a  site  with 
the  recommended  land  uses  (Appendix  C). 

A. 1.1.2  Noise  Modeling 

There  are  a  variety  of  tools  available  to  model  noise  at  and  around  airfields.  NOISEMAP  is  a 
computer  program  used  to  model  noise  exposure  in  the  vieinity  of  military  airfields  due  to 
aireraft  flights  and  engine  run-up  aetivities.  Noise  eontours  generated  by  NOISEMAP  are  used 
in  support  of  the  USAE  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  program  and  National 
Environmental  Poliey  Act  (NEPA)  documentation,  such  as  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS).  The  model  generates  noise  contours  based  on  numerous  input  data  that  are  used  to 
evaluate  noise  in  the  vieinity  of  airfields  where  military  aetivity  oecurs.  Part  150  of  the  Eederal 
Aviation  Regulations  (PAR),  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Planning,  sets  forth  standards  for 
airport  operators  to  use  in  doeumenting  noise  exposure  in  the  eivilian  airport  environs  and 
establishing  programs  to  minimize  noise-related  land  use  ineompatibilities.  The  PAA  uses  the 
Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM),  a  eomputer  model  that  evaluates  aircraft  noise  impaets  in  the 
vieinity  of  eommereial  airports. 

A.  1 . 1 .3  Potential  Hearing  Loss 

Noise-related  hearing  loss  risk  has  been  studied  extensively.  Pindings  of  studies  and  resulting 
polieies  and  regulations  are  diseussed  briefly  below  and  in  more  detail  in  Appendix  C.  As  per 
Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  poliey  memorandum  (2009),  populations  exposed  to  noise  greater 
than  80  dB  DNL  were  identified  as  being  at  the  most  risk  for  potential  hearing  loss 
(Underseeretary  of  Defense  for  Aequisition  Teehnology  and  Logisties  2009).  The  DoD  poliey 
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directs  that  hearing  loss  risk  should  be  assessed  using  the  methodology  described  in  United 
States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  Report  No.  550/9-82-105,  Guidelines  for 
Noise  Impact  Analysis  (USEPA  1982).  USEPA’s  Guidelines  for  Noise  Impact  Analysis  quantify 
hearing  loss  risk  in  terms  of  Noise-Induced  Permanent  Threshold  Shift  (NIPTS),  a  quantity  that 
defines  the  permanent  change  in  the  threshold  level  below  which  a  sound  cannot  be 
heard.  NIPTS  is  stated  in  terms  of  the  average  threshold  shift  at  several  frequencies  that  can  be 
expected  from  daily  exposure  to  noise  over  a  normal  working  lifetime  of  40  years,  with  exposure 
lasting  8  hours  per  day  for  5  days  per  week. 

The  actual  value  of  NIPTS  for  any  given  person  depends  on  that  individual’s  physical  sensitivity 
to  noise.  Over  a  40-year  working  lifetime,  some  people  will  experience  more  loss  of  hearing 
than  others.  The  actual  noise  exposure  for  any  person  living  in  an  area  subject  to  80  dB  DNL  or 
greater  is  determined  by  the  length  of  time  that  a  person  is  outdoors  and  directly  exposed  to  the 
noise.  Eor  example,  noise  exposure  within  an  80  dB  DNL  noise  contour  near  an  airfield  would 
be  affected  by  whether  a  person  was  at  home  during  the  daytime  hours  when  most  flying  occurs. 
Many  people  would  be  inside  their  homes  and  would,  therefore,  be  exposed  to  lower  noise  levels 
due  to  noise  attenuation  provided  by  the  house  structure. 

Workplace  Noise 

In  1972,  the  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH)  published  a  criteria 
document  with  a  recommended  exposure  limit  of  85  dB  as  an  8-hour  time -weighted 
average.  This  exposure  limit  was  reevaluated  in  1998  when  NIOSH  made  recommendations  that 
went  beyond  conserving  hearing  by  focusing  on  the  prevention  of  occupational  hearing  loss 
(NIOSH  1998).  Eollowing  the  reevaluation  using  a  new  risk  assessment  technique,  NIOSH 
published  another  criteria  document  in  1998  that  reaffirmed  the  85  dB  recommended  exposure 
limit  (NIOSH  1998).  Active-duty  and  reserve  components  of  the  USAE  (including  the  Air 
National  Guard  [ANG]),  as  well  as  civilian  employees  and  contracted  personnel  working  on 
USAE  bases  and  ANG  installations  must  comply  with  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA)  regulations  (29  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations  [CER]  §  1910.95 
Occupational  Noise  Exposure),  DoD  Instruction  6055.12,  Hearing  Conservation  Program',  Air 
Eorce  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (AEOSH)  Standard  48-20  (June  2006),  and  Occupational 
Noise  and  Hearing  Conservation  Program  (including  material  derived  from  the  International 
Standards  Organization  1999.2  Acoustics-Determination  of  Occupational  Noise  Exposure  and 
Estimation  of  Noise  Induced  Impairment).  Per  AEOSH  Standard  48-20,  the  Hearing 
Conservation  Program  is  designed  to  protect  workers  from  the  harmful  effects  of  hazardous 
noise  by  identifying  all  areas  where  workers  are  exposed  to  hazardous  noise.  The  following  are 
the  primary  components  of  the  program: 

1 .  Identify  noise  hazardous  areas  or  sources  and  ensure  these  areas  are  clearly  marked. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
A-4  Appendix  A  Resource  Definitions  and  Methodologies 


Final  -  June  2014 


2.  Use  engineering  controls  as  the  primary  means  of  eliminating  personnel  exposure  to 
potentially  hazardous  noise.  All  practical  design  approaches  to  reduce  noise  levels  to 
below  hazardous  levels  by  engineering  principles  shall  be  explored.  Priorities  for  noise 
control  resources  shall  be  assigned  based  on  the  applicable  risk  assessment  code.  Where 
engineering  controls  are  undertaken,  the  design  objective  shall  be  to  reduce  steady-state 
levels  to  below  85  dB,  regardless  of  personnel  exposure  time,  and  to  reduce  impulse 
noise  levels  to  below  140  dB  peak  sound  pressure  level. 

3.  Ensure  workers  with  an  occupational  exposure  to  hazardous  noise  complete  an 
initiahreference  audiogram  within  30  days  from  the  date  of  the  workers’  initial  exposure 
to  hazardous  noise. 

4.  Ensure  new  equipment  being  considered  for  purchase  has  the  lowest  sound  emission 
levels  that  are  technologically  and  economically  possible  and  compatible  with 
performance  and  environmental  requirements.  42  United  States  Code  (USC)  Section 
4914,  Public  Health  and  Welfare,  Noise  Control,  Development  of  Low-Noise  Emission 
Products,  applies. 

5.  Education  and  training  regarding  potentially  noise  hazardous  areas  and  sources,  use  and 
care  of  hearing  protective  devices,  the  effects  of  noise  on  hearing,  and  the  Hearing 
Conservation  Program. 

A,1.2  Methodology 

A.  1.2.1  Aircraft  Noise 

Noise  associated  with  flying  operations  and  construction  activities  related  to  the  Proposed  Action 
are  considered  and  compared  with  baseline  conditions  to  assess  potential  impacts.  Data 
developed  during  this  process  also  supports  analyses  in  the  biological,  cultural,  land  use,  and 
environmental  justice  and  the  protection  of  children  resource  areas.  When  analyzing  noise 
effects  on  humans,  public  annoyance  is  the  most  common  impact  associated  with  exposure  to 
elevated  noise  levels,  and  the  DNL  noise  metric  has  been  strongly  correlated  to  public 
annoyance.  When  subjected  to  a  DNE  of  65  dB,  approximately  12  percent  of  the  persons 
exposed  would  be  expected  to  be  “highly  annoyed”  by  the  noise  (Einegold  et  al.  1994).  At  levels 
below  60  dB  DNL,  the  percentage  of  annoyance  is  substantially  lower  (less  than  8  percent),  and 
at  levels  above  70  dB  DNL  it  is  substantially  higher  (approximately  25  percent)  (Table  A.1.2-1). 
A  75  dB  DNL  is  also  the  threshold  above  which  effects  other  than  annoyance  may  occur 
(Committee  on  Hearing,  Bioacoustics,  and  Biomechanics  1977).  According  to  USAE  land  use 
guidelines,  65  dB  DNL  is  the  highest  aircraft  noise  level  that  is  normally  compatible  with 
residential  uses  (EICUN  1980).  Even  with  special  noise  attenuation  measures  installed, 
residential  developments  are  never  considered  to  be  compatible  with  a  DNL  of  75  dB  or  higher. 
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Table  A,l,2-1,  Theoretical  Percentage  of  Population  Highly  Annoyed  by  Noise  Exposure 


DNL  Intervals 
in  dB 

Percentage  of  Persons 
Highly  Annoyed 

<65 

<12 

65-70 

12-22 

70-75 

22-37 

75-80 

37-54 

>80 

>61 

Note:  Noise  impacts  to  individuals  vary  as  do  individual 

reaction  to  noise.  This  is  a  general  prediction  of  the 
percent  community  highly  annoyed  based  on 
environmental  noise  surveys  conducted  around  the 
world. 

dB  =  decibel;  DNL  =  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 
Source:  Finegold  et  a/.  1994. 


Sleep  disturbance  is  often  considered  an  adverse  reaction  from  aircraft  operations  in  the  vicinity 
of  an  airport.  While  there  are  currently  no  established  criteria  for  evaluating  sleep  disturbance 
from  aircraft  overflights,  recent  studies  suggest  setting  the  threshold  of  outdoor  SEL  of  90  dB,  an 
indoor  SEL  of  65  dB  (25  dB  lower)  when  windows  are  closed,  and  an  indoor  SEL  of  75  dB  (15 
dB  lower)  when  windows  are  open  (DNWG  2009).  Eigure  A.  1.2-1  depicts  the  prevalence  of 
awakening  based  on  indoor  SELs.  This  analysis  is  based  on  the  change  in  aircraft  operations 
resulting  from  the  conversion  of  the  KC-135  to  the  KC-46A.  The  total  number  of  operations 
flown  by  all  other  aircraft  would  not  change  and  sleep  disturbance  from  those  activities  would 
remain  as  they  are  today.  Based  on  the  minor  changes  to  the  noise  environment,  sleep 
disturbance  was  dismissed  from  detailed  analysis. 
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Indoor,  A-weighted  Sound  Exposure  Level,  L  ae  (dB) 

Source:  ANSI  S12.9-2008  Plot  of  Sleep  Awakening  Data  versus  indoor  SEL 

Figure  A.1.2-1.  Prevalence  of  Awakening 

Speech  Interference  is  a  primary  cause  for  annoyance  and  often  leads  to  disruption  of  routine 
activities  such  as  listening  to  the  radio  or  television,  using  a  telephone  or  having  conversations. 
The  quality  of  speech  communication  is  also  linked  to  disruption  of  classrooms  and  the  potential 
for  adverse  effects  on  children’s  learning  ability.  Those  areas  where  speech  interference  occurs 
from  current  KC-135  aircraft  operations  would  be  expected  to  continue  with  the  beddown  of  the 
KC-46A.  This  analysis  is  based  on  the  change  in  aircraft  operations  resulting  from  the 
conversion  of  the  KC-135  to  the  KC-46AA.  The  total  number  of  operations  flown  by  all  other 
aircraft  would  not  change  and  speech  interference  from  those  activities  would  remain  as  they  are 
today.  Based  on  the  minor  changes  to  the  noise  environment,  speech  disturbance  was  dismissed 
from  detailed  analysis. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  EIS,  the  significance  of  potential  noise  impacts  is  based  on  the  noise 
sensitivity  in  areas  affected  by  substantially  increased  noise  levels  under  the  Proposed  Action. 
Generally,  noise  impacts  could  be  considered  significant  if  they  would: 

•  increase  in  DNL  by  greater  than  1.5  dB  at  one  or  more  noise  sensitive  locations  (e.g., 
residential  areas)  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour; 
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•  newly  expose  noise-sensitive  land  uses,  such  as  residential  areas,  to  noise  levels  at  which 
they  are  not  considered  to  be  compatible  without  sound  attenuation  (at  or  above  65  dB 
DNL),  according  to  federal  land  use  guidelines;  and 

•  increase  noise  levels  at  any  facility  to  a  point  at  which  current  functions  could  not  be 
carried  out  efficiently. 

Actual  noise  measurements  for  the  KC-46A  have  not  been  obtained.  Therefore,  the  USAF 
developed  a  set  of  noise  data  that  can  be  used  as  a  substitute  for  the  KC-46A  until  such  time  as 
actual  noise  data  becomes  available.  This  data  is  not  available  in  the  fNM  program;  therefore, 
the  B767-300  was  used  as  a  substitute  aircraft  at  civilian  airports.  Based  on  this  substitute  data, 
on  a  one-to-one  basis,  the  KC-46A  is  slightly  quieter  than  both  the  KC-135  and  B767-300  (Table 
A.  1.2-2). 


Table  A,l,2-2,  Aircraft  Noise  Level  Comparison 


Power 

SEL  (dB)  at  Overflight  Altitude  in  Feet 

Aircraft 

Setting 

1,000  feet 

2,000  feet 

5,000  feet 

10,000  feet 

1  Landin; 

g  1 

KC-46A 

60%  N1 

85 

79 

70 

61 

KC-135 

65%  NF 

90 

84 

75 

67 

B767-300 

12,000  lbs 

89 

83 

76 

67 

1  Takeof 

f  1 

KC-46A 

92%  N1 

96 

88 

78 

69 

KC-135 

90%  NF 

95 

91 

81 

73 

B767-300 

33,000  lbs 

95 

90 

80 

74 

Notes:  Power  Setting  nomenclature  is  based  on  the  instruments  available  in  each  aircraft. 

Power  Unit:  lbs  =  Pounds  of  Thrust;  NF  =  Engine  Fan;  N1  =  Engine  Speed 
Standard  Atmospheric  Data,  airspeeds  normalized  to  1 60  knots  indicated  airspeed. 


Sources:  NOISEMAP  7  Omega  10  Results;  INM  2007. 


Baseline  and  proposed  noise  contours  were  developed  using  the  noise  model  that  was  used  to 
generate  the  most  current  noise  contour  for  each  installation.  For  Joint  Base  McGuire -Dix- 
Lakehurst  (JB  MDL)  and  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  noise  modeling  was 
completed  using  the  NOISEMAP  program,  and  for  Pease  ANGS,  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  and 
Rickenbacker  ANGS,  the  FAA’s  INM  model  was  used.  Where  NOISEMAP  was  used,  the 
USAE-developed  KC-46A  substitute  noise  data  was  used.  At  airports  where  INM  was  used,  the 
KC-46A  was  modeled  using  the  B767-300  as  the  substitute  aircraft.  The  KC-46A  is  a 
militarized  version  of  the  B767-300  with  both  aircraft  powered  by  two  Pratt  and  Whitney 
PW4062  turbofan  engines.  Information  specific  to  each  location  is  presented  in  Chapter  3  of 
each  alternative. 

There  are  a  variety  of  data  that  are  input  into  the  NOISEMAP  and  INM  computer  programs  to 
develop  noise  contours,  and  include  such  variables  as:  physical  description  of  the  airport, 
number  and  mix  of  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  configurations  (engine  power,  airspeed,  altitude), 
day-night  split  of  operations  (by  aircraft  type),  runway  utilization  rates,  prototypical  flight  track 
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descriptions,  and  flight  track  utilization  rates.  This  information  by  type  of  aircraft/engine  and 
meteorological  variables  are  assembled  and  processed  for  input  into  either  the  NOISEMAP  or 
INM  programs.  Contours  are  generated  as  5  dB  intervals  beginning  at  65  dB  DNL.  DNL  less 
than  65  dB  are  considered  unconditionally  compatible  with  residential  land  use  (see  Table 
A.  1.7-1).  While  there  is  no  technical  reason  why  a  at  or  above  a  DNL  65  dB  cannot  be  measured 
or  calculated  for  comparison  purposes,  this  DNL  provides  a  valid  basis  for  comparing  and 
assessing  community  noise  effects,  and  when  in  the  airport  vicinity,  represents  a  noise  exposure 
level  that  is  normally  dominated  by  aircraft  noise  rather  than  other  community  or  nearby 
highway  noise  sources. 

A.  1.2.2  Construction  Noise 

Construction  noise  is  generated  by  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  on  job  sites  and  is  short-term  in 
duration  (i.e.,  the  duration  of  the  construction  period).  Typical  noise  levels  from  heavy 
equipment  range  from  69  to  84  dB  at  100  feet  from  the  source  (LHA  2006).  Noise  from 
construction  would  be  temporary  and  construction  projects  would  be  undertaken  adjacent  to  the 
flightline  away  from  any  off-base  communities.  Construction  noise  would  be  expected  to  be 
contained  within  base  environs  and  therefore  has  not  been  carried  forward  for  detailed  analysis  in 
this  EIS. 

A.2  Air  Quality 

A.2,1  Definition  of  Resource 

Ambient  air  quality  refers  to  the  atmospheric  concentration  of  a  specific  compound  that  occurs  at 
a  particular  geographic  location.  The  ambient  air  quality  levels  measured  at  a  particular  location 
are  determined  by  the  interactions  of  emissions,  meteorology,  and  chemistry.  When  discussing 
air  quality,  it  is  important  to  consider  the  types,  amounts,  and  locations  of  pollutants  emitted  into 
the  atmosphere.  Meteorological  factors  that  affect  air  quality  include  wind  and  precipitation 
patterns  that  can  affect  the  distribution,  dilution,  and  removal  of  pollutant  emissions  from  the 
atmosphere.  Lurthermore,  chemical  reactions  in  the  atmosphere  can  transform  pollutant 
emissions  into  other  chemical  substances.  Ambient  air  quality  data  are  generally  reported  as  a 
mass  per  unit  volume  (e.g.,  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  [pg/m  ]  of  air)  or  as  a  volume  fraction 
(e.g.,  parts  per  million  [ppm]  by  volume). 

Air  quality  is  defined  by  ambient  air  concentrations  of  specific  pollutants  determined  by  the 
USEPA  to  be  of  concern  with  respect  to  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  general  public.  Pollutant 
emissions  typically  refer  to  the  amount  of  pollutants  or  pollutant  precursors  introduced  into  the 
atmosphere  by  a  source  or  group  of  sources.  Pollutant  emissions  contribute  to  the  ambient  air 
concentrations  of  criteria  pollutants,  either  by  directly  affecting  the  pollutant  concentrations 
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measured  in  the  ambient  air  or  by  interaeting  in  the  atmosphere  to  form  eriteria  pollutants. 
Primary  pollutants,  sueh  as  earbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  lead  (Pb),  and  some 
partieulates,  are  emitted  direetly  into  the  atmosphere  from  emission  sourees. 

Seeondary  pollutants,  sueh  as  ozone  (O3),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  and  some  partieulates,  are 
formed  through  atmospherie  ehemieal  reaetions  that  are  influeneed  by  meteorology,  ultraviolet 
light,  and  other  atmospherie  proeesses.  Suspended  partieulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10 
mierons  in  diameter  (PMio)  and  partieulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  mierons  in  diameter 
(PM2.5)  are  generated  as  primary  pollutants  by  various  meehanical  proeesses  (for  example, 
abrasion,  erosion,  mixing,  or  atomization)  or  combustion  processes.  However,  PM  10  and  PM2.5 
can  also  be  formed  as  secondary  pollutants  through  chemical  reactions  or  by  gaseous  pollutants 
that  condense  into  fine  aerosols.  In  general,  emissions  that  are  considered  “precursors”  to 
secondary  pollutants  in  the  atmosphere  (such  as  volatile  organic  compounds  [VOCs]  and  oxides 
of  nitrogen  [NOx],  which  are  considered  precursors  for  O3)  are  the  pollutants  for  which 
emissions  are  evaluated  to  control  the  level  of  O3  in  the  ambient  air. 

The  ROI  for  this  discussion  can  vary  according  to  pollutant.  For  pollutants  that  do  not  undergo  a 
chemical  reaction  after  being  emitted  from  a  source  (i.e.,  direct  emissions),  the  ROI  is  generally 
restricted  to  a  region  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  installation.  These  pollutants  include  CO, 
SO2,  and  directly-emitted  PMio  and  PM2.5.  For  pollutants  that  undergo  chemical  reactions  and 
interact  within  the  atmosphere  to  form  secondary  pollutants,  such  as  O3  and  its  precursors  NOx 
and  VOCs,  and  precursors  of  PMio  and  PM2.5,  the  ROI  is  a  larger  regional  area.  The  chemical 
transformations  and  interactions  that  create  O3  and  secondary  PMio  and  PM2.5  can  take  hours  to 
occur;  therefore,  the  precursor  pollutants  may  be  emitted  some  distance  from  the  impact  area 
depending  on  weather  conditions. 

Mixing  height  is  another  factor  used  in  defining  the  ROI  for  various  pollutants.  The  mixing 
height  is  the  upper  vertical  limit  of  the  volume  of  air  in  which  emissions  may  affect  air  quality. 
Emissions  released  above  the  mixing  height  are  typically  restricted  from  affecting  ground  level 
ambient  air  quality  in  the  region,  while  emissions  of  pollutants  released  below  the  mixing  height 
may  affect  ground  level  concentrations.  The  portion  of  the  atmosphere  that  is  completely  mixed 
begins  at  ground  level  and  may  extend  up  to  heights  of  a  few  thousand  feet.  Mixing  height 
varies  from  region  to  region  based  on  daily  temperature  changes,  amount  of  sunlight,  and  other 
climatic  factors.  The  USEPA  has  defined  a  default  mixing  height  as  3,000  feet  above  ground 
level  (AGE);  however,  a  more  refined  mixing  height  may  be  used  based  on  regional  parameters. 
The  specific  ROI  for  each  installation  is  discussed  under  each  alternative  location  section. 
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A,2.2  Regulatory  Setting 

A.2.2.1  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

As  part  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  the  USEPA  has  established  criteria  for  seven  major 
pollutants  of  concern,  called  “criteria  pollutants.”  These  criteria  pollutants  include  CO,  SO2, 
NO2,  O3,  PMio,  PM2.5,  and  Pb.  The  criteria  set  for  these  pollutants,  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  (NAAQS),  represent  maximum  levels  of  background  pollution  that  are 
considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the  public  health  and  welfare. 
Based  on  measured  ambient  criteria  pollutant  data,  the  USEPA  designates  areas  in  the  United 
States  (U.S.)  as  having  air  quality  better  than  (attainment)  or  worse  than  (nonattainment)  the 
NAAQS. 

Once  a  nonattainment  area  meets  the  standards  and  additional  redesignation  requirements  in  the 
CAA  (Section  107(d)(3)(E)),  USEPA  will  designate  the  area  as  a  “maintenance  area.” 
Maintenance  areas  are  subject  to  the  requirements  of  maintenance  plans  that  are  designed  to 
ensure  that  the  area  continues  to  meet  the  standards.  A  maintenance  area  remains  subject  to  the 
General  Conformity  Rule. 

A.2.2.2  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

The  CAA  also  established  a  national  goal  of  preventing  degradation  or  impairment  in  federally 
designated  Class  I  areas.  Class  I  areas  are  defined  as  those  areas  where  any  appreciable 
degradation  in  air  quality  or  associated  visibility  impairment  is  considered  significant.  As  part  of 
the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  Program,  Congress  assigned  mandatory  Class  I 
status  to  all  national  parks,  national  wilderness  areas  (excluding  wilderness  study  areas  or  wild 
and  scenic  rivers),  and  memorial  parks  greater  than  5,000  acres.  In  Class  I  areas,  visibility 
impairment  is  defined  as  atmospheric  discoloration  (such  as  from  an  industrial  smokestack),  and 
a  reduction  in  regional  visual  range.  Visibility  impairment  or  haze  results  from  smoke,  dust, 
moisture,  and  vapor  suspended  in  the  air.  Very  small  particles  are  either  formed  from  gases 
(sulfates,  nitrates)  or  are  emitted  directly  into  the  atmosphere  from  sources  like  electric  utilities, 
industrial  processes,  and  vehicle  emissions.  Stationary  sources  are  regulated  under  the  PSD 
Program,  and  the  PSD  permitting  process  requires  a  review  of  impacts  to  all  Class  I  areas  within 
62  miles  (100  kilometers)  of  any  proposed  major  stationary  source.  Mobile  sources,  including 
aircraft  and  associated  operations  such  as  those  occurring  at  the  alternative  ANG  installations 
being  considered  under  this  Proposed  Action,  are  not  subject  to  the  requirements  of  PSD. 

A.2.2.3  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 

In  addition  to  criteria  pollutants,  the  USEPA  has  defined  187  substances  as  hazardous  air 
pollutants  (HAPs).  HAPS  are  substances  that  have  been  determined  to  present  some  level  of 
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acute  or  chronic  health  risk  (cancer  or  non-cancer)  to  the  general  public.  These  pollutants  may 
be  emitted  in  trace  amounts  from  various  types  of  sources,  including  combustion  sources.  HAPs 
are  regulated  for  specific  source  categories  under  the  USEPA’s  National  Emission  Standards  for 
Hazardous  Air  Pollutants  regulations. 

A.2.2.4  Greenhouse  Gases 

Greenhouse  gases  (GHGs)  are  also  regulated  under  the  federal  CAA.  The  USEPA  defines 
GHGs  as  any  of  the  following  compounds:  carbon  dioxide  (CO2),  methane  (CH4),  nitrous  oxide 
(N2O),  and  fiuorinated  gases  such  as  hydrofiuorocarbons,  perfiuorocarbons,  and  sulfur 
hexafluoride.  GHGs  have  varying  global  warming  potential  (GWP).  The  reference  gas  for  GWP 
is  CO2;  therefore,  CO2  has  a  GWP  of  1.  The  other  main  GHGs  that  have  been  attributed  to 
human  activity  include  CH4,  which  has  a  GWP  of  21,  and  N2O,  which  has  a  GWP  of  310. 
Carbon  dioxide  equivalent  (C02e)  emissions  are  defined  as  the  amount  of  CO2  that  would  have 
the  same  GWP,  when  measured  over  a  specified  timescale  (generally,  100  years).  C02e 
emissions  are  calculated  by  multiplying  the  mass  emissions  by  the  GWP. 

A.2.2.5  State  Implementation  Plan 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  these  standards.  Each  state  enforces  air  pollution 
regulations  and  sets  guidelines  to  attain  and  maintain  the  NAAQS  and  state  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  (AAQS)  within  each  respective  state  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action;  these 
guidelines  are  found  in  each  state’s  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP). 

Some  of  the  state  AAQS  are  more  stringent  than  the  NAAQS,  which  translates  into  more 
emissions  reductions  generally  within  the  region  being  required  to  show  that  it  has  attained  an 
applicable  AAQS  than  will  be  required  to  show  its  attainment  of  the  comparable  NAAQS. 

Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule,  states  that  a 
federal  agency  cannot  issue  a  permit  for  or  support  an  activity  unless  the  agency  determines  that 
it  will  conform  to  the  most  recent  USEPA-approved  SIP.  This  means  that  projects  using  federal 
funds  or  requiring  federal  approval  must  not:  1)  cause  or  contribute  to  any  new  violation  of  a 
NAAQS,  2)  increase  the  frequency  or  severity  of  any  existing  violation,  or  3)  delay  the  timely 
attainment  of  any  standard,  interim  emission  reduction,  or  other  milestone.  If  emissions  of  one 
or  more  of  these  compounds  exceed  a  de  minimis  threshold,  the  USAE  must  demonstrate 
conformity  under  one  of  the  methods  prescribed  by  the  General  Conformity  Rule. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


A-12 


Appendix  A  Resource  Definitions  and  Methodologies 


Final  -  June  2014 


A.2.3  Methodology 

The  Proposed  Aetion  involves  both  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  its  operational 
emissions,  construction  of  new  facilities  to  accommodate  the  new  aircraft,  and  emissions  related 
to  a  minor  change  in  personnel  commuting  to  the  alternative  installations.  Environmental 
consequences  to  air  quality  were  evaluated  to  assess  whether  degradation  in  air  quality  would  be 
anticipated  from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  at  any  of  the  alternative  installations. 
Air  quality  impacts  from  the  KC-46A  beddown  were  reviewed  for  significance  relative  to 
federal,  state,  and  local  air  pollution  standards  and  regulations.  In  the  case  of  criteria  pollutants 
for  which  the  ROI  is  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS,  the  analysis  used  the  PSD  threshold  for  new 
major  sources  of  250  tons  per  year  (tpy)  of  that  pollutant  as  an  indicator  of  significance  or  non¬ 
significance  of  projected  air  quality  impacts.  In  the  case  of  criteria  pollutants  for  which  the 
project  region  does  not  attain  an  NAAQS  or  is  in  a  maintenance  area,  the  analysis  used  the 
pollutant  threshold  that  triggers  a  conformity  determination  (the  de  minimis  threshold)  under  the 
General  Conformity  Rule.  If  proposed  emissions  exceed  a  PSD  threshold  for  attainment 
pollutants  or  a  de  minimis  threshold  for  nonattainment  pollutants,  further  analysis  was  conducted 
to  determine  whether  impacts  would  be  significant.  In  such  cases,  if  emissions  attributable  to  the 
Proposed  Action  (1)  do  not  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  an  ambient  air  quality  standard,  or  (2) 
conform  to  the  approved  SIP,  air  quality  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Factors  needed  to  derive  construction  source  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  Compilation 
of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (USEPA  1995),  the  USEPA  NONROAD 
2008a  model  for  nonroad  construction  equipment  (USEPA  2009),  and  the  USEPA  MOVES 
2010b  model  for  on-road  vehicles  (USEPA  2013b). 

The  Proposed  Action  would  include  construction  activities  at  the  alternative  installations. 
Emissions  associated  with  construction  were  calculated  using  construction  source  emission  rates 
from  the  Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (USEPA  1995),  the 
USEPA  NONROAD2008  model  for  nonroad  construction  equipment  (USEPA  2009),  and  the 
emission  factors  for  vehicles  from  the  Air  Eorce  Civil  Engineer  Center  (AECEC)  Air  Emissions 
Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013)  to  calculate  emissions  from  fugitive  dust, 
construction  equipment,  and  vehicles.  Appendix  D  includes  data  and  assumptions  used  to 
calculate  proposed  construction  emissions. 

Air  quality  impacts  from  construction  would  occur  from  (1)  combustion  emissions  due  to  the  use 
of  fossil  fuel-powered  equipment  and  vehicles,  and  (2)  fugitive  dust  emissions  (PMio)  during 
demolition  activities,  earth-moving  activities,  and  the  operation  of  equipment  on  bare  soil. 
Eugitive  dust  emissions  were  calculated  based  on  the  total  site  disturbance  projected  for  each 
construction  project  for  all  construction  years.  Equipment  usage  was  based  on  similar 
construction  projects  to  estimate  project  combustion  and  fugitive  dust  emissions. 
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Inclusion  of  standard  construction  practices  and  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design 
(EEED)  eertifieation  level  of  Silver  into  proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities  would  minimize  air 
quality  impaets  from  proposed  eonstruetion  aetivities.  Eor  example,  the  analysis  redueed 
fugitive  dust  emissions  generated  from  the  use  of  eonstruetion  equipment  on  exposed  soil  by  50 
pereent  from  uneontrolled  levels  to  simulate  implementation  of  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees 
for  fugitive  dust  eontrol. 

These  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  for  fugitive  dust  eontrol  inelude  the  following. 

•  Use  water  trueks  to  keep  areas  of  vehiele  movement  damp  enough  to  minimize  the 
generation  of  fugitive  dust. 

•  Minimize  the  amount  of  disturbed  ground  area  at  a  given  time. 

•  Suspend  all  soil  disturbanee  aetivities  when  winds  exeeed  25  miles  per  hour  or  when 
visible  dust  plumes  emanate  from  the  site  and  stabilize  all  disturbed  areas  with  water 
applieation. 

•  Designate  personnel  to  monitor  the  dust  eontrol  program  and  to  inerease  watering,  as 
neeessary,  to  minimize  the  generation  of  dust. 

Operational  emissions  assoeiated  with  eaeh  alternative  assoeiated  with  the  Proposed  Aetion 
inelude  emissions  assoeiated  with  aireraft  operations  and  assoeiated  equipment.  Mobile  souree 
emissions  inelude  emissions  from  aireraft  operations  (take-offs  and  landings),  aerospaee  ground 
equipment  (AGE),  privately  owned  vehiele  (POV)  operations,  and  maintenanee  aireraft 
operations  performed  with  the  engines  still  mounted  on  the  aireraft  (engine  run-ups  and  trim 
eheeks).  Air  quality  impaets  assoeiated  with  the  Proposed  Aetion  for  the  KC-46A  aireraft  were 
assessed  by  eomparing  the  projeeted  net  emissions  assoeiated  with  KC-46A  operations  with 
emissions  assoeiated  with  existing  operations  for  the  KC-135  aireraft.  Emissions  evaluated  for 
both  the  baseline  and  the  Proposed  Aetion  at  eaeh  alternative  installation  inelude  (1)  aireraft 
operations;  (2)  POVs,  (3)  engine  run-ups,  and  (4)  AGE  use.  It  was  assumed  that  there  would  be 
no  net  ehange  in  use  of  government  motor  vehieles  (GMVs),  eonstruetion  (outside  of  the 
eonstruetion  aetivities  assoeiated  with  the  Proposed  Aetion),  or  stationary  sourees.  Emissions 
from  these  eategories  of  sourees  were  ealeulated  based  on  guidanee  from  the  USAE  in  their  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013)  utilizing  the  latest  air  emissions 
modeling  tools.  Eaetors  used  to  ealeulate  eombustive  emissions  for  the  KC-46A  aireraft  are 
based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062  engine  (International 
Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the  KC-46A  and  KC-135 
engines  are  based  on  those  eurrently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  in  the  Air  Emissions  Guide  for 
Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013).  A  detailed  deseription  of  the  methodology  and 
assumptions  used  for  eaeh  souree  eategory  is  provided  in  Appendix  D. 
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There  are  no  final  guidelines  for  discussing  the  potential  GHG  impacts  in  Environmental  Impact 
Analysis  Process  documents.  The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  proposed  draft 
guidance  for  public  comment  and  review  on  Eebruary  18,  2010,  but  this  draft  has  never  been 
formally  adopted  by  CEQ.  Given  the  global  nature  of  climate  change  and  the  current  state  of  the 
science,  it  is  not  useful  at  this  time  to  attempt  to  link  the  emissions  quantified  for  local  actions  to 
any  specific  climatological  change  or  resulting  environmental  impact.  Nonetheless,  the  GHG 
emissions  from  the  project  alternatives  have  been  quantified  to  the  extent  feasible  in  this  EIS  for 
information  and  comparison  purposes. 

A,3  Safety 

A,3,l  Definition  of  Resource 

The  USAE  manages  risk  as  outlined  in  Air  Eorce  Instruction  (AEI)  90-802  Risk  Management 
(USAE  2013a).  Requirements  defined  in  this  document  provide  a  process  to  maintain  readiness 
in  peacetime  and  achieve  success  in  combat  while  safeguarding  people  and  resources.  The 
safety  analysis  contained  in  this  EIS  addresses  issues  related  to  the  health  and  well-being  of  both 
military  personnel  and  civilians  living  in  the  vicinity  of  the  alternative  airfields.  Specifically, 
this  section  provides  information  on  both  ground  and  flight  safety.  Ground  safety  includes 
discussions  of  fire/crash  response  capabilities.  Accident  Potential  Zones  (APZs)/Runway 
Protection  Zones  (RPZs),  explosive  safety,  and  Anti-Terrorism/Eorce  Protection  (AT/EP).  Plight 
safety  includes  discussions  on  flight  safety  procedures,  aircraft  mishaps,  bird/wildlife  aircraft 
strike  hazards  (BASH),  and  fuel  jettison  requirements. 

A .  3 . 1 . 1  Ground  S  afety 

Fire/Crash  Response 

Military  airfields  present  special  hazards  to  rescue  and  response  personnel.  Due  to  the  nature  of 
combustibles  involved  in  an  aircraft  crash,  and  the  physical  forces  that  are  experienced,  strategic 
priorities  differ  from  other  types  of  firefighting  scenarios.  In  Aircraft  Rescue  and  Eire  Pighting 
(ARPP),  the  emphasis  is  more  heavily  weighted  toward  rescue  than  in  structural  firefighting. 
The  rule  of  thumb  is  initially  to  fight  only  the  fire  that  interferes  with  the  rescue.  Under  the  DoD 
Instruction  6055.6,  DoD  Fire  and  Emergency  Services  Program,  each  military  airport  is  required 
to  have  a  dedicated  rescue  team  composed  of  trained  fire  fighters  whose  mission  includes 
specific  aircraft  rescue  tasks.  Military  airports  are  equipped  with  rescue  vehicles  staffed  by 
AREP  personnel  using  state-of-the-art  rescue  tools. 
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Accident  Potential  Zone/Runway  Protection  Zone 

Clear  Zones  and  APZs/RPZs  are  established  at  military  and  civilian  airfields  to  delineate 
recommended  surrounding  land  uses  for  the  protection  of  people  and  property  on  the  ground. 
Clear  Zones  and  APZs  define  the  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  a  military  airfield  that  would  have  the 
highest  potential  to  be  affected  if  an  aircraft  mishap  were  to  occur.  The  Clear  Zone  extends 
3,000  feet  by  3,000  feet  off  the  end  of  the  runway,  followed  by  a  3,000-foot  by  5,000-foot  APZ  I, 
and  a  3,000-foot  by  7,000-foot  APZ  II  (Figure  A.3.I-I)  (DoD  Instruction  4165.57,  2011). 
Similar  to  APZs,  but  used  at  civilian  airports,  RPZs  are  trapezoidal  zones  extending  outward 
from  the  ends  of  active  runways  at  commercial  airports,  and  as  with  APZs,  delineate  those  areas 
recognized  as  having  the  greatest  risk  of  aircraft  mishaps,  most  of  which  occur  during  take-off  or 
landing.  Development  restrictions  within  RPZs  are  intended  to  discourage  incompatible  land  use 
activities  from  being  established  in  these  areas.  The  RPZ  dimension  for  a  particular  runway  end 
is  a  function  of  the  type  of  aircraft  and  minimum  approach  visibility  associated  with  that  runway 
end.  For  most  commercial  airports  (e.g.,  Rickenbacker  or  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  [lAP]) 
with  large  aircraft,  the  departure  RPZ  begins  200  feet  from  the  end  of  the  runway  and  continues 
out  to  1,700  feet,  with  a  width  beginning  at  500  feet  and  expanding  as  the  distance  from  the 
runway  increases  to  1,010  feet  wide  (FAA  2009).  The  approach  RPZ  begins  200  feet  before  the 
runway  threshold  and  extends  out  1,700  feet  in  a  reverse  of  the  departure  RPZ  (Figure  A.3.1-2) 
(FAA  2009). 
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Figure  A,3.1-l,  Accident  Potential  Zones 
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F35A-003-052510 

Figure  A,3,l-2,  Runway  Protection  Zones 


Explosive  Safety 

Quantity-distance  (QD)  arcs  define  levels  of  risk  considered  acceptable  for  potential  explosive 
sites.  Separation  distances  are  buffers  that  provide  relative  protective  or  safe  distances.  QD 
standards  were  developed  over  many  years  and  are  based  on  explosives  mishaps  and  tests.  All 
ordnance  is  handled  and  stored  in  accordance  with  USAF  explosive  safety  directives  (AFI 
91-201),  and  all  munitions  maintenance  is  carried  out  by  trained,  qualified  personnel  using 
USAF-approved  technical  data. 

Anti-T errorism/Force  Protection 

AT/FP  standards  seek  effective  ways  to  minimize  the  likelihood  of  mass  casualties  from  terrorist 
attacks  against  DoD  personnel  in  the  buildings  in  which  they  work  and  live.  These  standards 
provide  minimum  levels  of  protection  against  terrorist  attacks  for  the  occupants  of  all  DoD 
inhabited  buildings.  They  are  intended  to  he  used  by  security  and  anti-terrorism  personnel  and 
design  teams  to  identify  the  minimum  requirements  that  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  of 
all  new  construetion  and  major  renovations  of  inhabited  DoD  buildings.  They  also  include 
recommendations  that  should  be,  but  are  not  required  to  be,  incorporated  into  all  such  buildings. 
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A. 3. 1.2  Flight  Safety 
Flight  Safety  Procedures 

The  Air  Foree  Safety  Center  (AFSEC)  reeently  initiated  several  faeets  for  proaetive  flight  safety. 
While  investigations  after  an  aeeident  have  yielded  eausality  of  mishaps,  proaetive  safety  entails 
searehing  for  and  measuring  preeursors  that  ean  lead  to  aeeidents  before  they  oeeur.  In  mission 
planning,  pre-flight,  and  during  flight,  safety  is  at  the  forefront  of  ah  USAF  operations.  By  AFI, 
eaeh  unit  eondueting  or  supporting  flight  operations  must  have  a  flight  safety  program  to  support 
its  mission  and  foster  a  culture  of  mishap  prevention  (USAF  2013a). 

Aircraft  Mishaps 

Aircraft  mishaps  are  classified  as  A,  B,  C,  or  D  (Table  A.3.1-1).  Class  A  mishaps  are  the  most 
severe  with  total  property  damage  of  $2  million  or  more  or  a  fatality  and/or  permanent  total 
disability.  It  is  important  to  note  that  in  2010,  the  threshold  for  determining  Class  A  and  B 
mishaps  was  raised  from  $1  million  to  $2  million  dollars  for  Class  A  and  the  ceiling  was  raised 
for  Class  B  to  two  million  dollars.  Comparison  of  Class  A  mishap  rates  for  various  aircraft 
types,  as  calculated  per  100,000  flying  hours,  provides  the  basis  for  evaluating  risks  among 
different  aircraft  and  levels  of  operations.  Each  base-specific  safety  section  analyzes  existing 
and  projected  Class  A  mishap  potentials  based  on  flying  hours  and  aircraft  types. 


Table  A,3,l-1,  Aircraft  Class  Mishaps 

Mishap  Class 

Total  Property  Damage 

Fatality /Injury 

A 

$2,000,000  or  more  and/or  aircraft  destroyed 

Fatality  or  permanent  total  disability 

B 

$500,000  or  more  but  less  than  $2,000,000 

Permanent  partial  disability  or  three  or  more 
persons  hospitalized  as  inpatients 

C 

$50,000  or  more  but  less  than  $500,000 

Nonfatal  injury  resulting  in  loss  of  one  or 
more  days  from  work  beyond  day/shift  when 
injury  occurred 

D 

$20,000  or  more  but  less  than  $50,000 

Recordable  injury  or  illness  not  otherwise 
classified  as  A,  B,  or  C 

Source:  DoD  2011. 


Bird/Wiidlife  Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

BASFI  and  the  dangers  it  presents  form  another  safety  concern  for  aircraft  operations.  BASH 
constitutes  a  safety  concern  because  of  the  potential  for  damage  to  aircraft  or  injury  to  aircrews 
or  local  populations  if  an  aircraft  crash  should  occur  in  a  populated  area.  Aircraft  can  encounter 
birds  at  nearly  ah  altitudes  up  to  30,000  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (MSL);  however,  most  birds 
fly  close  to  the  ground.  According  to  the  AESEC  BASH  statistics,  more  than  50  percent  of 
bird/wildlife  strikes  occur  below  400  feet,  and  90  percent  occur  at  less  than  2,000  feet  above 
ground  level  (AGE)  (AESEC  2012a).  Of  these  strikes,  approximately  49  percent  occur  in  the 
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airfield  environment  (AFSEC  2012b).  Waterfowl  present  the  greatest  BASH  potential  due  to 
their  eongregational  flight  patterns  and  beeause,  when  migrating,  they  ean  be  eneountered  at 
altitudes  up  to  20,000  feet  AGL.  Raptors  also  present  a  substantial  hazard  due  to  their  size  and 
soaring  flight  patterns.  In  general,  the  threat  of  bird/wildlife  aireraft  strikes  inereases  during 
Mareh  and  April  and  from  August  through  November  due  to  migratory  aetivities.  The  USAF 
BASH  program  was  established  to  minimize  the  risk  for  eollisions  of  birds/wildlife  and  aireraft 
and  the  subsequent  loss  of  life  and  property.  In  aeeordanee  with  API  9I-202_AFGM2,  U.S.  Air 
Force  Mishap  Prevention  Program  (USAF  2013b),  eaeh  flying  unit  in  the  USAF  (ineluding  the 
Air  Foree  Reserve  Command  and  ANG)  must  develop  a  BASH  plan  to  reduee  hazardous 
bird/wildlife  aetivity  relative  to  airport  flight  operations.  The  intent  of  eaeh  plan  is  to  reduee 
BASH  issues  at  airfields  by  ereating  an  integrated  hazard  abatement  program  through  awareness, 
avoidanee,  monitoring,  and  aetively  eontrolling  bird  and  animal  population  movements.  Some 
of  the  proeedures  outlined  in  the  plan  inelude  monitoring  the  airfield  for  bird  and  other  wildlife 
aetivity,  issuing  bird  hazard  warnings,  initiating  bird/wildlife  avoidanee  proeedures  when 
potentially  hazardous  bird/wildlife  aetivities  are  reported,  and  submitting  BASH  reports  for  all 
ineidents. 

Fuel  Jettison 

Aireraft  have  two  major  types  of  weight  limits:  the  maximum  take-off  weight  and  the  maximum 
struetural  landing  weight,  with  the  maximum  struetural  landing  weight  almost  always  being  the 
lower  of  the  two.  This  allows  an  aireraft  on  a  normal,  routine  flight  to  take  off  at  the  higher 
weight,  eonsume  fuel  en  route,  and  arrive  at  a  lower  weight.  If  a  flight  takes  off  at  the  maximum 
take-off  weight  and  then  faees  an  emergeney  situation  whereupon  it  must  return  to  the  departure 
airfield,  there  will  not  be  time  to  eonsume  the  fuel  intended  for  transit  to  the  original  destination, 
and  the  aireraft  may  exeeed  the  maximum  landing  weight  to  land  at  the  departure  airfield.  At 
this  point,  if  the  aireraft  is  eapable,  suffieient  fuel  would  be  jettisoned  to  reduee  the  aireraft’s 
weight  below  that  maximum  landing  weight  limit  and  then  it  would  land.  This  rare  phenomenon 
is  known  as  fuel  jettisoning.  APIs  eover  the  fuel  jettison  proeedures,  and  loeal  operating  polieies 
define  speeifie  fuel  jettison  areas  for  eaeh  base.  The  KC-46A,  like  the  KC-135  aireraft,  has  the 
ability  to  jettison  fuel  in  eases  of  emergeney  and  non-emergeney  situations.  Data  on  historieal 
KC-135  operations  show  that  slightly  less  than  two  sorties  per  thousand  resulted  in  a  release  of 
fuel  (Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  [AMC]  2013).  The  KC-46A  ean  land  at  its 
maximum  take-off  weight;  therefore,  KC-46A  sorties  would  rarely  require  fuel  jettison. 
However,  depending  on  the  type  and  severity  of  an  emergeney,  there  is  always  the  possibility  of 
the  requirement  to  adjust  gross  weight  quiekly  for  aireraft  maneuverability/eontrol  for  safety 
based  on  the  nature  of  an  emergeney.  If  there  are  flight  eontrol  issues,  ete.  where  the  aireraft 
needs  to  be  at  a  lower  gross  weight  for  aireraft  safety,  then  fuel  jettisoning  eould  take  plaee. 
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Current  USAF  policy  is  designed  to  minimize  potential  impacts  of  fuel  jettison  events.  The 
continued  use  of  such  strategies,  in  addition  to  the  following  tactics,  would  minimize  the 
deposition  of  fuel  onto  the  ground  from  a  KC-46A  fuel  jettison  event: 

•  Fuel  jettison  would  occur  at  a  minimum  altitude  of  20,000  feet  AGL,  whenever  possible. 

•  Release  fuel  in  a  straight  line. 

•  Release  fuel  at  a  right  angle  to  flight  level  wind  direction. 

•  Release  fuel  as  slowly  as  possible. 

•  Release  fuel  at  as  fast  of  an  aircraft  speed  as  possible. 

•  Release  fuel  at  as  high  of  an  altitude  as  possible. 

For  this  EIS,  previous  studies  and  fuel  jettisoning  models  were  reviewed  to  determine  if  fuel 
jettisoning  impacts  were  a  concern  to  the  well-being  of  humans  and  the  environment.  The 
analysis  concluded  that  maximum  fuel  deposition  values  expected  from  the  KC-46A  would  not 
produce  substantial  or  significant  impacts  to  human  or  natural  resources  (Headquarters  Air 
Mobility  Command  AMC  2013). 

In  addition  to  military  procedures,  the  FAA  sets  requirements  for  when  and  how  fuel  jettisoning 
may  occur.  The  FAA  instruction  stipulates  that,  whenever  possible,  fuel  can  only  be  jettisoned 
above  a  minimum  altitude  of  20,000  feet  AGL  to  improve  its  evaporation,  and  that  a  jettisoning 
aircraft  must  be  separated  from  other  air  traffic  by  at  least  5  miles  (FAA  2012).  Air  traffic 
controllers  are  also  instructed  to  direct  planes  dumping  fuel  away  from  populated  areas  and  over 
large  bodies  of  water  to  the  extent  practicable.  In  2001,  the  USEPA  National  Vehicle  and  Euel 
Emissions  Laboratory  concluded,  “Since  fuel  dumping  is  a  rare  event,  and  the  fuel  would  likely 
be  dispersed  over  a  very  large  area,  we  believe  its  impact  to  the  environment  would  not  be 
serious”  (USEPA  2001). 

The  primary  environmental  concern  from  fuel  jettison  from  an  aircraft  is  for  it  to  negatively 
impact  human  health  or  natural  resources.  The  results  of  a  study  by  Harvey  Clewell  concluded 
that  if  JP-4  jet  fuel  was  jettisoned  above  a  critical  altitude  of  20,000  feet  AGL,  the  ultimate 
ground  fall  and  related  environmental  impact  would  be  negligible  (Clewell  1980).  The  dumped 
fuel  evaporates  completely  or  it  is  transformed  before  reaching  the  ground.  Only  at  significant 
lower  dumping  altitude  or  during  strong  precipitation,  it  may  be  possible  that  finest  fuel  droplets 
reach  the  ground. 

With  the  USAE  transition  to  JP-8  jet  fuel,  further  studies  on  the  effects  of  fuel  jettisoning  were 
warranted  as  the  lower  volatility  of  JP-8  fuel  increases  the  time  required  for  complete 
evaporation  at  ambient  temperatures.  Several  mathematical  models  were  developed  and/or  used 
to  assess  the  impact  of  jettisoning  JP-8  jet  fuel,  including  an  Air  Eorce  Institute  of  Technology 
model,  the  Euel  Jettisoning  Simulation  Model,  and  the  Euel  Dumping  Impact  Assessment  Model. 
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Additionally,  a  modified  version  of  the  Air  Foree  Institute  of  Teehnology  model,  which  includes 
surface  evaporation,  was  used  to  evaluate  the  time  required  to  evaporate  JP-8  jet  fuel  after  it 
reaches  the  surface. 

Compared  with  the  impact  of  JP-4  jet  fuel,  the  jettisoning  of  JP-8  does  result  in  more  fuel 
reaching  the  surface.  The  surface  and  atmospheric  temperatures  greatly  influence  the 
evaporation  rate  of  the  jet  fuel.  Surface  temperatures  around  0  degrees  Celsius  (°C)  (32  degrees 
Fahrenheit  [“F])  and  below  result  in  a  greater  fraction  of  fuel  reaching  the  surface.  However, 
assuming  a  controlled  release  above  20,000  feet  AGL  and  a  non-freezing  surface  temperature, 
the  deposition  value  of  JP-8  is  below  known  natural  resource  and  human  health  thresholds  for  jet 
fuel  and  the  impact  should  be  negligible  (Todd  1995).  Accordingly,  AFI  1 1-2KC-135  Volume  3, 
C/KC-135  Operations  Procedures,  and  AMC  policy  establish  20,000  feet  AGL  as  the  minimum 
fuel  jettison  altitude. 

A,3,2  Methodology 

Based  on  the  current  commercial  Boeing  767  aircraft,  development  and  basing  of  the  KC-46A 
includes  a  robust  safety  clearance  program  conducted  by  test  pilots  in  multiple  phases  at  the 
Boeing  aircraft  test  facility.  Modeling,  simulation,  and  ground  tests  reduce  the  uncertainties  of 
flight  testing,  and  the  flight  test  program  ensures  flight  safety  and  reducing  risks  associated  with 
new  technologies. 

At  publication  of  this  EIS,  there  have  not  been  enough  flight  hours  to  accurately  depict  the 
specific  safety  record  for  this  new  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  analysis  used  the  similar  airframe  of 
the  Boeing  767  aircraft  safety  records.  Mishap  analysis  was  based  on  that  commercial  aircraft  to 
draw  operational  history,  as  well  as  the  current  refueling  aircraft,  the  KC-135. 

The  assessment  of  safety  examines  how  implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  would  affect 
safety  at  the  particular  airfield  location.  Public  safety  impacts  are  considered  relative  to  whether 
the  general  public  is  endangered  as  a  result  of  proposed  USAF  activities.  For  each  training 
activity  or  group  of  similar  activities,  an  estimate  of  risk  to  the  general  public  was  formulated 
based  on  USAF  safety  procedures.  Existing  AEI  and  regulations  provide  operational  and  safety 
procedures  for  all  normal  USAE  aerial  events.  Several  factors  were  considered  in  evaluating  the 
effects  of  USAE  proposed  activities  on  public  safety.  These  factors  include  proximity  to  the 
public,  access  control,  scheduling,  public  notification  of  events,  frequency  of  events,  duration  of 
events,  safety  procedures,  operational  control  of  training  events,  and  safety  history. 
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A,4  Soils  and  Water  Resources 

A,4,l  Definition  of  the  Resource 

The  term  “soils”  refers  to  the  unconsolidated  earthen  organic  or  mineral  materials  overlying 
bedrock  or  other  parent  material.  Soil  structure,  elasticity,  strength,  shrink-swell  potential,  and 
erodibility  all  determine  the  suitability  of  the  ground  to  support  man-made  structures  and 
facilities.  Relative  to  development,  soils  typically  are  described  in  terms  of  their  type,  slope, 
physical  characteristics,  and  relative  compatibility  or  limitations  with  regard  to  particular 
construction  activities  and  types  of  land  use. 

The  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  (FPPA)  was  passed  by  Congress  as  part  of  the  Agriculture 
and  Food  Act  of  1981  (Public  Law  97-98)  in  response  to  findings  that  millions  of  acres  of 
farmland  were  being  converted  to  non-farm  uses  each  year.  The  Agriculture  and  Food  Act  was 
passed  in  an  effort  to  protect  farmland  and  combat  urban  sprawl.  Additionally,  the  FPPA  is 
intended  to  minimize  the  impact  federal  programs  have  on  the  unnecessary  and  irreversible 
conversion  of  farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses.  It  assures  that,  to  the  extent  possible,  federal 
programs  are  administered  to  be  compatible  with  state,  local,  and  private  programs  and  policies 
to  protect  farmland.  For  the  purpose  of  FPPA,  farmland  includes  prime  farmland,  unique 
farmland,  and  land  of  statewide  or  local  importance. 

Water  resources  analyzed  in  this  EIS  include  both  surface  and  groundwater  quantity  and  quality, 
and  floodplains.  Surface  water  includes  all  lakes,  ponds,  rivers,  and  streams  and  is  important  for 
a  variety  of  reasons  including  irrigation,  power  generation,  recreation,  flood  control,  and  human 
health.  The  nation’s  waters  are  protected  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA).  The  goal  of  the 
CWA  is  to  restore  and  maintain  the  chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  the  nation’s 
waters  so  that  they  can  support  “the  protection  and  propagation  of  fish,  shellfish,  and  wildlife 
and  recreation  in  and  on  the  water.”  Pollutants  regulated  under  the  CWA  include  “priority” 
pollutants,  including  various  toxic  pollutants;  “conventional”  pollutants,  such  as  biochemical 
oxygen  demand,  total  suspended  solids,  fecal  coliform,  oil  and  grease,  and  pH;  and  “non- 
conventional”  pollutants,  including  any  pollutant  not  identified  as  either  conventional  or  priority. 
Under  the  CWA  Section  402,  it  is  illegal  to  discharge  any  point  and/or  nonpoint  pollution 
sources  into  any  surface  water  without  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  permit.  Specific  State  NPDES  programs  are  discussed  in  Chapter  3  under  each 
installation. 

Groundwater  includes  the  subsurface  hydrologic  resources  of  the  physical  environment  and  is  by 
and  large  a  safe  and  reliable  source  of  fresh  water  for  the  general  population,  especially  those  in 
areas  of  limited  precipitation  and  is  commonly  used  for  potable  water  consumption,  agricultural 
irrigation,  and  industrial  applications.  Groundwater  also  plays  an  important  part  in  the  overall 
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hydrologic  cycle  and  its  properties  are  deseribed  in  terms  of  depth  to  aquifer  or  water  table, 
water  quality,  and  surrounding  geologie  eomposition. 

Floodplains  are  defined  by  Executive  Order  (EO)  11988,  Floodplain  Management,  as  “the 
lowland  and  relatively  flat  areas  adjoining  inland  and  eoastal  waters  ineluding  flood-prone  areas 
of  offshore  islands,  ineluding  at  a  minimum,  the  area  subject  to  a  one  percent  or  greater  ehanee 
of  flooding  in  any  given  year”  (that  area  inundated  by  a  100-year  flood).  Eloodplains  and 
riparian  habitat  are  biologieally  unique  and  highly  diverse  ecosystems  providing  a  rich  diversity 
of  aquatie  and  terrestrial  speeies,  as  well  as  promoting  stream  bank  stability  and  regulating  water 
temperatures.  EO  11988  requires  federal  agencies  to  avoid,  to  the  extent  possible,  the  long-  and 
short-term  adverse  impaets  assoeiated  with  the  oeeupaney  and  modifieation  of  floodplains  and  to 
avoid  direct  or  indirect  support  of  floodplain  development  whenever  there  is  a  practieable 
alternative. 

The  ROl  for  soils  ineludes  the  loeations  on  each  installation  where  eonstruetion  activities  would 
oecur.  The  ROl  for  water  resourees  ineludes  eaeh  of  the  five  installations,  as  well  as  nearby 
surfaee  waters  that  receive  runoff  generated  within  the  specifie  project  areas. 

A.4,2  Methodology 

Minimization  of  soil  erosion  and  the  siting  of  faeilities  in  relation  to  soil  limitations  are 
considered  when  evaluating  impaets  to  soils.  Generally,  impaets  assoeiated  with  earth  resourees 
ean  be  avoided  or  minimized  to  a  level  of  insignifioanee  if  proper  eonstruetion  techniques, 
erosion  eontrol  measures,  and  struetural  engineering  designs  are  ineorporated  into  projeet 
development.  Should  the  proposed  aetivities  have  the  potential  to  eonvert  farmland  to  non-farm 
use,  a  land  evaluation  and  site  assessment  would  be  eondueted  and  alternative  sites  eonsidered 
should  potential  adverse  impaets  to  farmland  exeeed  the  reeommended  allowable  level. 

Adverse  impacts  to  soils  and  the  assoeiated  potential  indirect  impacts  to  water  resources  ean  be 
minimized  through  the  implementation  of  standard  eonstruetion  praetiees  sueh  as  those  typieally 
required  to  be  in  eomplianee  with  the  CWA  (i.e.,  the  use  of  well-maintained  silt  fenees  or  straw 
wattles,  minimizing  surfieial  areas  disturbed,  stabilization  of  out/fill  slopes,  minimization  of 
earth-moving  activities  during  wet  weather,  and  eovering  of  soil  stoekpiles,  as  appropriate). 
Analysis  of  impaets  to  soil  resourees  resulting  from  proposed  aetivities  examines  the  suitability 
of  loeations  for  proposed  operations  and  aetivities.  Impacts  to  soil  resources  can  result  from 
earth  disturbanee  that  would  expose  soil  to  wind  or  water  erosion. 

With  regard  to  water  resourees,  the  primary  coneerns  assoeiated  with  the  Proposed  Action 
include  ehanges  to  surfaee  water  drainage,  effeets  on  water  quality  during  eonstruetion  aetivities, 
and  groundwater  recharge.  Stormwater  discharges  from  eonstruetion  activities  (such  as  clearing. 
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grading,  excavating,  and  stockpiling)  that  disturb  1  or  more  acres,  or  smaller  sites  that  are  part  of 
a  larger  common  plan  of  development  or  sale,  are  regulated  under  the  NPDES  stormwater 
program.  Prior  to  discharging  stormwater,  construction  operators  must  obtain  coverage  under  an 
NPDES  permit,  which  is  administered  by  either  the  State  (if  it  has  been  authorized  to  operate  the 
NPDES  stormwater  program)  or  EiSEPA,  depending  on  where  the  construction  site  is  located. 
The  permit  is  based  on  a  project’s  overall  risk  and  requires  measures  to  prevent  erosion  and 
reduce  sediment  and  other  pollutants  in  their  discharges.  Compliance  with  this  permit  involves 
development  and  implementation  of  a  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  that 
includes  site-specific  management  measures. 

A.5  Biological  Resources 

A,5,l  Definition  of  the  Resource 

Biological  resources  include  living,  native,  or  naturalized  plant  and  animal  species  and  the 
habitats  within  which  they  occur.  Plant  associations  are  generally  referred  to  as  vegetation  and 
animal  species  are  referred  to  as  wildlife.  Habitat  can  be  defined  as  the  resources  and  conditions 
present  in  an  area  that  produces  occupancy  of  a  plant  or  animal  (Hall  et  al.  1997).  Although  the 
existence  and  preservation  of  biological  resources  are  intrinsically  valuable,  these  resources  also 
provide  aesthetic,  recreational,  and  socioeconomic  values  to  society.  This  analysis  focuses  on 
species  or  vegetation  types  that  are  important  to  the  function  of  the  ecosystem,  of  special  societal 
importance,  or  are  protected  under  federal  or  state  law  or  statute.  Eor  purposes  of  this  EIS,  these 
resources  are  divided  into  four  major  categories:  vegetation,  wildlife,  special  status  species,  and 
wetlands. 

Vegetation  types  include  all  existing  terrestrial  plant  communities  as  well  as  their  individual 
component  species.  The  affected  environment  for  vegetation  includes  only  those  areas 
potentially  subject  to  ground  disturbance. 

Eor  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  wildlife  includes  all  fish,  amphibian,  reptile,  bird,  and  mammal 
species  with  the  exception  of  those  identified  as  special  status  species  (special  status  wildlife 
species  are  addressed  separately  due  to  their  protected  status).  Wildlife  also  includes  those  bird 
species  protected  under  the  federal  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle 
Protection  Act,  and  other  species-specific  conservation  legal  authorities.  Assessment  of  a 
project’s  effect  on  migratory  birds  places  an  emphasis  on  “species  of  concern”  as  defined  by  EO 
13186,  Responsibilities  of  Federal  Agencies  to  Protect  Migratory  Birds.  Additional  assessment 
of  potential  impacts  to  migratory  birds  that  are  regionally  rare  occurs  under  the  special  status 
species  category. 

Special  Status  Species  are  defined  as  those  plant  and  animal  species  listed  as  endangered, 
threatened,  and  species  proposed  for  listing  by  the  Ei.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service  (EiSEWS) 
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under  the  Endangered  Speeies  Act  (ESA),  and  by  state  agencies.  The  federal  ESA  protects 
federally  listed  endangered  and  threatened  plant  and  animal  species.  Critical  habitat  is  a  term 
defined  and  used  in  the  ESA.  It  is  a  specific  geographic  area(s)  that  contains  features  essential 
for  the  conservation  of  a  threatened  or  endangered  species  and  that  may  require  special 
management  and  protection.  Eederally  identified  candidate  species  (species  proposed  for  listing) 
are  not  protected  under  law;  however,  these  species  could  become  listed,  and  therefore,  protected 
at  any  time.  Their  consideration  early  in  the  planning  process  may  avoid  future  conflicts  that 
could  otherwise  occur.  Additionally,  the  corresponding  state  regulatory  agencies  (Kansas 
Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks  and  Tourism;  New  Jersey  Division  of  Eish  and  Wildlife;  New 
Hampshire  Eish  and  Game;  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural  Resources, 
and  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources)  protect  state-listed  plant  and  animal  species  through 
State  fish  and  wildlife  and  administrative  codes. 

Wetlands  are  considered  sensitive  habitats  and  are  subject  to  federal  regulatory  authority  under 
Section  404  of  the  CWA  and  EO  11990,  Protection  of  Wetlands.  Wetlands  are  defined  by  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACE)  as  those  areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by 
surface  or  groundwater  at  a  frequency  and  duration  sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under  normal 
circumstances  do  support,  a  prevalence  of  vegetation  typically  adapted  for  life  in  saturated  soil 
conditions  (Environmental  Eaboratory  1987).  Wetlands  generally  include  swamps,  marshes, 
bogs,  and  similar  areas. 

The  ROI  for  biological  resources  consists  of  lands  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airfield  at  the  five 
alternative  locations. 

A,5,2  Methodology 

Analysis  of  impacts  to  biological  resources  focuses  on  whether  and  how  components  of  the 
Proposed  Action  could  affect  biological  resources.  Determination  of  the  significance  of  potential 
impacts  to  biological  resources  is  based  on; 

•  the  importance  (i.e.,  legal,  commercial,  recreational,  ecological,  or  scientific)  of  the 
resource, 

•  the  proportion  of  the  resource  that  would  be  affected  relative  to  its  occurrence  in  the 
region, 

•  the  sensitivity  of  the  resource  to  proposed  activities,  and 

•  the  duration  of  ecological  ramifications. 

Impacts  to  biological  resources  would  be  considered  significant  if  species  or  habitats  of  concern 
were  significantly  adversely  affected  over  relatively  large  areas  or  disturbances  resulted  in 
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reductions  in  the  population  size  or  distribution  of  a  special  status  species,  or  if  laws,  codes,  or 
ordinances  protecting  special  status  species  were  violated. 

A,6  Cultural  Resources 

A,6,l  Definition  of  the  Resource 

Cultural  resources  consist  of  prehistoric  and  historic  districts,  sites,  structures,  artifacts,  or  any 
other  physical  evidence  of  human  activity  considered  important  to  a  culture,  subculture,  or 
community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other  reasons.  Cultural  resources  can  be 
divided  into  three  major  categories:  archaeological  resources  (prehistoric  and  historic), 
architectural  resources,  and  traditional  cultural  resources. 

Archaeological  resources  are  locations  where  human  activity  measurably  altered  the  earth  or  left 
deposits  of  physical  remains  (e.g.,  tools,  arrowheads,  or  bottles).  “Prehistoric”  refers  to 
resources  that  predate  the  advent  of  written  records  in  a  region.  These  resources  can  range  from 
a  scatter  composed  of  a  few  artifacts  to  village  sites  and  rock  art.  “Historic”  refers  to  resources 
that  postdate  the  advent  of  written  records  in  a  region.  Archaeological  resources  can  include 
campsites,  roads,  fences,  trails,  dumps,  battlegrounds,  mines,  and  a  variety  of  other  features. 

Architectural  resources  include  standing  buildings,  dams,  canals,  bridges,  and  other  structures  of 
historic  or  aesthetic  significance.  Architectural  resources  generally  must  be  more  than  50  years 
old  to  be  considered  for  protection  under  existing  cultural  resource  laws.  However,  more  recent 
structures,  such  as  Cold  War  era  military  buildings,  may  warrant  protection  if  they  have 
exceptional  characteristics  and  the  potential  to  be  historically  significant  structures. 
Architectural  resources  must  also  possess  integrity  (i.e.,  its  important  historic  features  must  be 
present  and  recognizable). 

Traditional  cultural  resources  can  include  archaeological  resources,  buildings,  neighborhoods, 
prominent  topographic  features,  habitats,  plants,  animals,  and  minerals  that  Native  Americans  or 
other  groups  consider  essential  for  the  continuance  of  traditional  cultures. 

Only  cultural  resources  considered  to  be  significant,  known  or  unknown,  warrant  consideration 
with  regard  to  adverse  impacts  resulting  from  a  proposed  action.  To  be  considered  significant, 
archaeological  or  architectural  resources  must  meet  one  or  more  criteria  as  defined  in  36  CFR 
60.4  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  The  quality  of 
significance  in  American  history,  architecture,  archaeology,  engineering,  and  culture  is  present  in 
districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures  and  objects  that  possess  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting, 
materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  and  association,  and: 
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(a)  that  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  our  history;  or 

(b)  that  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past;  or 

(c)  that  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction;  or 

(d)  that  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that  represent  a 
significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction; 
or 

(e)  that  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  in  prehistory  or 
history. 

Several  federal  laws  and  regulations  have  been  established  to  manage  cultural  resources, 
including  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  (1966),  the  Archaeological  and 
Historic  Preservation  Act  (1974),  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  (1978),  the 
Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  (1979),  and  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and 
Repatriation  Act  (1990).  In  addition,  coordination  with  federally  recognized  Native  American 
tribes  must  occur  in  accordance  with  EO  13175,  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian 
Tribal  Governments. 

On  November  27,  1999,  the  DoD  promulgated  its  Annotated  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native 
Policy,  which  emphasizes  the  importance  of  respecting  and  consulting  with  tribal  governments 
on  a  govemment-to-govemment  basis  in  recognition  of  their  sovereignty  as  a  nation.  This  Policy 
requires  an  assessment,  through  consultation,  of  the  effect  of  proposed  DoD  actions  that  may 
have  the  potential  to  significantly  affect  protected  tribal  resources,  tribal  rights,  and  Indian  lands 
before  decisions  are  made  by  the  respective  services  (DoD  American  Indian/Alaska  Native 
Policy),  as  does  DoD  Instruction  4710.02,  Interaction  with  Federally  Recognized  Tribes 
(September  14,  2006). 

The  ROI  for  cultural  resources  includes  only  those  locations  on  the  specific  installation  where 
facility  renovation  or  construction  and  its  staging  would  occur  and  potential  ground  disturbance 
would  result.  The  ROI  does  not  include  areas  under  the  airspace  used  by  the  units,  as  there  are 
no  relevant  changes  to  use  of  the  airspace.  There  are  no  known  tribal  resources  within  any 
installation  ROI  that  would  be  affected  by  noise. 

A,6,2  Methodology 

Cultural  resources  are  subject  to  review  under  both  federal  and  state  laws  and  regulations. 
Section  106  of  the  NHPA  of  1966  empowers  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  to 
comment  on  federally  initiated,  licensed,  or  permitted  projects  affecting  cultural  sites  listed  or 
eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  NRHP.  Once  cultural  resources  have  been  identified,  significance 
evaluation  is  the  process  by  which  resources  are  assessed  relative  to  significance  criteria  for 
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scientific  or  historic  research,  for  the  general  public,  and  for  traditional  cultural  groups.  Only 
cultural  resources  determined  to  be  significant  (i.e.,  eligible  for  the  NRHP)  are  protected  under 
the  NHPA. 

To  complete  the  analysis  of  impacts  to  cultural  resources,  various  sources  of  information  were 
utilized.  This  included  a  review  of  previous  cultural  resource  survey  reports.  Integrated  Cultural 
Resource  Management  Plans,  if  available,  and  other  documents  available  from  the  five 
installations  that  contained  background  information  on  the  histories  and  the  physical  landscapes 
of  the  installations.  Additionally,  consultation  with  federally-recognized  American  Indian  Tribes 
is  in  process  to  assist  in  determining  impacts  to  traditional  cultural  resources.  The  list  of  Tribes 
being  consulted  was  primarily  compiled  using  two  federal  on-line  resources:  1)  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Tribal  Directory  Assessment  Tool  Version  2.0, 
which  is  designed  to  help  users  identify  tribes  by  county  and  state  and  to  provide  appropriate 
tribal  contact  information  to  assist  in  consultation  (U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  2013);  and  2)  the  Native  American  Consultation  Database,  part  of  the  National 
Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  Online  Databases,  which  is  a  tool  for 
identifying  consultation  contacts  (National  Park  Service  2013).  The  JB  MDL  ANGS  has  already 
invited  two  federally-recognized  tribes  (Delaware  Nation  and  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians)  to 
participate  in  a  government-to-government  relationship.  In  the  past,  the  Stockbridge-Munsee 
Community  was  invited  by  JB  MDL  to  participate  in  government-to-govemment  consultation, 
but  declined  interest  in  being  further  consulted.  At  Forbes  ANGS,  the  Tribes  to  include  in 
consultation  were  determined  from  a  list  provided  in  the  Integrated  Cultural  Resource 
Management  Plan  (Air  Force  Center  for  Engineering  and  the  Environment  2010)  by  the  Kansas 
SHPO  as  having  an  interest  in  Shawnee  County.  The  Federal  Register  was  utilized  to  verify  the 
federally-recognized  status  of  each  Tribe  (77  Federal  Register  47868  2012).  Table  A.6.2-1  lists 
the  federally-recognized  tribes  for  consultation  at  each  installation. 
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Table  A,6,2-l  Federally-recognized  Tribes  for  Consultation 


Alternative  # 

Installation,  State 

Tribe(sf 

Alternative  #1 

Forbes  ANGS,  Kansas 

1)  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation 

2)  Delaware  Nation 

3)  Kaw  Nation 

4)  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

5)  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Nation 

6)  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

7)  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

8)  Wichita  and  Affdiated  Tribes 

Alternative  #2 

JB  MDL,  New  Jersey 

1)  Delaware  Nation 

2)  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians 

3)  Stockbridge-Munsee  Community^ 

Alternative  #3 

Pease  ANGS,  New 
Hampshire 

1)  Penobscot  Indian  Nation 

Alternative  #4 

Pittsburgh  ANGS, 
Pennsylvania 

1)  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York 

2)  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York 

3)  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York 

4)  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians 

5)  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneca 

Alternative  #5 

Rickenb acker  ANGS, 

Ohio 

1)  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation 

2)  Delaware  Nation 

3)  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Nation 

4)  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

5)  Forest  County  Potawatomi  Community 

6)  Hannahville  Indian  Community 

7)  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

8)  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

9)  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  Oklahoma 

10)  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians 

1 1)  Shawnee  Tribe 

12)  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa 
Indians  of  North  Dakota 

13)  Wyandotte  Nation 

Notes:  1.  Several  tribes  overlap  with  one  or  more  installations.  When  this  occurred  only  one  letter  was  sent  out 
discussing  each  installation  they  may  have  an  interest  in. 

2.  This  Tribe  was  identified  prior  to  knowledge  that  they  had  declined  further  consultation  with  JB  MDL. 


Analysis  of  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  considers  both  direct  and  indirect  impacts. 
Direct  impacts  may  occur  by: 

•  physically  altering,  damaging,  or  destroying  all  or  part  of  a  resource; 

•  altering  characteristics  of  the  surrounding  environment  that  contribute  to  resource 
significance; 

•  introducing  visual,  audible,  or  atmospheric  elements  that  are  out  of  character  with  the 
property  or  alter  its  setting;  or 

•  neglecting  the  resource  to  the  extent  that  it  deteriorates  or  is  destroyed. 
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Direct  impacts  can  be  assessed  by  identifying  the  type  and  location  of  the  proposed  action  and  by 
determining  the  exact  locations  of  cultural  resources  that  could  be  affected.  Indirect  impacts 
primarily  result  from  the  effects  of  project- induced  population  increases  and  the  resultant  need  to 
develop  new  housing  areas,  utilities  services,  and  other  support  functions  necessary  to 
accommodate  population  growth.  These  activities  and  subsequent  use  of  facilities  can  disturb  or 
destroy  cultural  resources. 

A,7  Land  Use 

A.7.1  Definition  of  the  Resource 

Land  use  comprises  the  natural  conditions  and/or  human-modified  activities  occurring  at  a 
particular  location.  Human-modified  land  use  categories  generally  include  residential, 
commercial,  industrial,  agricultural,  and  other  public  uses.  Management  plans  and  zoning 
regulations  determine  the  type  and  extent  of  land  use  allowable  in  specific  areas  and  are  often 
intended  to  protect  specially  designated  or  environmentally  sensitive  areas  and  sensitive  noise 
receptors. 

Several  siting  criteria  have  been  established  specifically  for  land  development  and  use  at 
commercial  and  military  airfields.  For  example,  APZs  and  RPZs,  which  address  height 
restrictions,  development  density,  and  land  use  in  and  around  airports,  are  enforced  to  reduce  the 
potential  for  aircraft-related  hazards. 

The  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban  Noise  (FICUN)  and  the  Department  of  Defense 
have  established  guidelines  to  help  assess  land  use  compatibility  with  aircraft  noise 
exposure.  As  shown  in  Table  A.7.1-1,  a  range  of  noise  exposure  levels  are  associated  with  a 
given  land  use.  The  relative  position  of  the  compatibility  interval  is  arbitrarily  defined  within  5 
to  10  dB  of  an  absolute  level  to  indicate  compatibility.  These  guidelines  are  intended  as  a 
planning  tool  and  as  such  provide  general  indications  as  to  whether  particular  land  uses  are 
appropriate  for  certain  measured  noise  exposure  levels.  The  designations  in  the  table  do  not 
constitute  a  federal  determination  that  any  land  use  is  acceptable  or  unacceptable  under  federal, 
state,  or  local  law. 

The  ROI  for  land  use  is  the  area  immediately  surrounding  the  airfield  at  each  alternative 
installation.  The  ROI  does  not  include  the  land  underneath  the  Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA) 
proposed  for  use  since  no  new  airspace  or  changes  to  the  existing  airspace  structure  are 
proposed.  The  proposed  increase  in  operations  would  not  result  in  changes  to  the  noise 
environment  that  would  affect  existing  land  uses. 
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Table  A,7.1-l.  Land-Use  Compatibility  With  Yearly  Day-Nigbt 
_  Average  Sound  Levels _ 


Land  Use 

Yearly  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL)  in  Decibels 

Below  65 

65-70 

70-75 

75-80 

80-85 

Over  85 

Residential 

Residential,  other  than  mobile  homes  and 
transient  lodgings 

Y 

N(l) 

N(l) 

N 

N 

N 

Mobile  home  parks 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Transient  lodgings 

Y 

N(l) 

N(l) 

N(l) 

N 

N 

Public  Use 

Schools 

Y 

N(l) 

N(l) 

N 

N 

N 

Hospitals  and  nursing  homes 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

N 

Churches,  auditoria,  and  concert  halls 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

N 

Government  services 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Transportation 

Y 

Y 

Y(2) 

Y(3) 

Y(4) 

Y(4) 

Parking 

Y 

Y 

Y(2) 

Y(3) 

Y(4) 

N 

Commercial  Use 

Offices,  business  and  professional 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Wholesale  and  retail — ^building  materials, 
hardware,  and  farm  equipment 

Y 

Y 

Y(2) 

Y(3) 

Y(4) 

N 

Retail  trade — general 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Utilities 

Y 

Y 

Y(2) 

Y(3) 

Y(4) 

N 

Communication 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Manufacturing  and  Production 

Manufacturing,  general 

Y 

Y 

Y(2) 

Y(3) 

Y(4) 

N 

Photographic  and  optical 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Agriculture  (except  livestock)  and  forestry 

Y 

Y(6) 

Y(7) 

Y(8) 

Y(8) 

Y(8) 

Livestock  farming  and  breeding 

Y 

Y(6) 

Y(7) 

N 

N 

N 

Mining  and  fishing,  resource  production  and 
extraction 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Recreational 

Outdoor  sports  arenas  and  spectator  sports 

Y 

Y(5) 

Y(5) 

N 

N 

N 

Outdoor  music  shells,  amphitheaters 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Nature  exhibits  and  zoos 

Y 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Amusements,  parks,  resorts,  and  camps 

Y 

Y 

Y 

N 

N 

N 

Golf  courses,  riding  stables,  and  water 
recreation 

Y 

Y 

25 

30 

N 

N 

Numbers  in  parentheses  refer  to  notes. 


*  The  designations  contained  in  this  table  do  not  constitute  a  federal  determination  that  any  use  of  land  covered  by  the  program  is  acceptable  or  unacceptable 

under  federal,  state,  or  local  law.  The  responsibility  for  determining  the  acceptable  and  permissible  land  uses  and  the  relationship  between  specific  properties  and 

specific  noise  contours  rests  with  the  local  authorities.  FAA  determinations  under  Part  150  are  not  intended  to  substitute  federally  determined  land  uses  for  those 

determined  to  be  appropriate  by  local  authorities  in  response  to  locally  determined  needs  and  values  in  achieving  noise-compatible  land  uses. 

KEY  TO  A..7.1-1 

Y  (YES)  =  Land  Use  and  related  structures  compatible  without  restrictions. 

N  (No)  =  Land  Use  and  related  structures  are  not  compatible  and  should  be  prohibited. 

NLR  =  Noise  Level  Reduction  (outdoor  to  indoor)  to  be  achieved  through  incorporation  of  noise  attenuation  into  the  design  and  construction  of  the  structure. 

25,  30,  or  35  =  Land  Use  and  related  structures  generally  compatible;  measures  to  achieve  NLR  of  25,  30,  or  35  dB  must  be  incorporated  into  design  and 

construction  of  structures. 

NOTES  FOR  TABLE  A.7.1-1 

(1)  Where  the  community  determines  that  residential  or  school  uses  must  be  allowed,  measures  to  achieve  outdoor-to-indoor  Noise  Level  Reduction  (NLR)  of  at  least 
25  dB  and  30  dB  should  be  incorporated  into  building  codes  and  be  considered  in  individual  approvals.  Normal  residential  construction  can  be  expected  to 
provide  an  NLR  of  20  dB;  thus  the  reduction  requirements  are  often  stated  as  5,  10,  or  15  dB  over  standard  construction  and  normally  assume  mechanical 
ventilation  and  closed  windows  year-round.  However,  the  use  of  NLR  criteria  will  not  eliminate  outdoor  noise  problems. 

(2)  Measures  to  achieve  NLR  25  dB  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is  received,  office  areas, 
noise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

(3)  Measures  to  achieve  NLR  30  dB  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is  received,  office  areas, 
noise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

(4)  Measures  to  achieve  NLR  35  dB  must  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  portions  of  these  buildings  where  the  public  is  received,  office  areas, 
noise-sensitive  areas,  or  where  the  normal  noise  level  is  low. 

(5)  Land-use  compatible  provided  special  sound  reinforcement  systems  are  installed. 

(6)  Residential  buildings  require  an  NLR  of  25 . 

(7)  Residential  buildings  require  an  NLR  of  30. 

(8)  Residential  buildings  not  pennitted. 

Source:  FICUN  1980. 
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A,7.2  Methodology 

Impacts  to  land  use  are  evaluated  by  identifying  whether  an  action  is  incompatible  with  an 
existing  land  use  due  to  noise,  safety,  or  other  issues.  The  significance  of  potential  land  use 
impacts  is  based  on  the  level  of  land  use  sensitivity  in  areas  affected  by  a  proposed  action.  In 
general,  land  use  impacts  would  be  significant  if  the  action  would;  (1)  be  inconsistent  or  non- 
compliant  with  applicable  land  use  plans  or  policies,  including  the  eounty  or  city  plans;  (2) 
preclude  the  viability  of  an  existing  land  use  activity  within  the  ROI;  (3)  preclude  eontinued  use 
or  occupation  of  an  area;  or  (4)  be  incompatible  with  adjacent  nearby  land  use  to  the  extent  that 
public  health  or  safety  is  threatened. 

A.8  Infrastructure  and  Transportation 

A,8.1  Definition  of  the  Resource 

Infrastructure  refers  to  the  system  of  public  works,  such  as  utilities  and  transportation,  which 
provide  the  underlying  framework  for  a  community.  Utilities  include  such  amenities  as  water, 
power  supply,  and  waste  management.  Transportation  refers  to  roadway  and  street  systems,  the 
movement  of  vehicles  on  roadway  networks,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  traffie,  and  mass  transit. 
The  infrastructure  components  to  be  discussed  in  this  section  include  the  electrical  system, 
natural  gas  system,  wastewater,  stormwater,  solid  waste  management,  potable  water  system,  and 
the  transportation  network. 

The  ROI  for  infrastructure  primarily  consists  of  the  five  alternative  installations,  with  additional 
information  presented  for  the  surrounding  vicinity,  where  relevant. 

A,8.2  Methodology 

Potential  impacts  to  infrastructure  elements  at  the  five  alternative  installations  are  assessed  in 
terms  of  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  existing  service  levels.  Impacts  to  transportation  and 
utilities  are  assessed  with  respect  to  the  potential  for  disruption  or  improvement  of  current 
circulation  patterns  and  utility  systems,  deterioration  or  improvement  of  existing  levels  of 
service,  and  changes  in  existing  levels  of  transportation  and  utility  safety.  Impacts  may  arise 
from  physical  changes  to  circulation  or  utility  corridors,  construction  activity,  and  introduction  of 
construction-related  traffic  and  utility  use.  Adverse  impacts  to  roadway  capacities  would  be 
significant  if  roads  with  no  history  of  capacity  exceedance  had  to  operate  at  or  above  their  full 
design  capacity  as  a  result  of  an  action.  Transportation  effects  may  arise  from  changes  in  traffic 
circulation,  delays  due  to  construction  activity,  or  changes  in  traffic  volumes.  Utility  system 
effects  may  include  disruption,  degradation,  or  improvement  of  existing  levels  of  service  or 
potential  change  in  demand  for  energy  or  water  resources. 
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For  the  range  of  public  services  discussed,  the  installations  are  required  to  proactively  plan  for 
and  assess  all  specific  infrastructure  and  utility  requirements  and  other  essential  services  to 
ensure  that  the  proposed  increase  in  personnel  and  their  dependents  would  be  accommodated 
under  the  Proposed  Action.  The  installations  routinely  evaluate  community  facilities  and 
services  to  account  for  fluctuations  associated  with  new  units  assigned  to  the  installation  and  the 
deployment  of  existing  units.  In  addition,  the  installations  identify  infrastructure  or  utility  needs 
within  the  scope  of  each  corresponding  project.  If  particular  projects  require  additional 
infrastructure  or  utilities,  they  are  incorporated  as  a  part  of  that  project.  This  process  ensures  that 
any  infrastructure  or  utility  deficiencies  are  identified  in  the  initial  planning  stages. 

To  assess  impacts  to  local  landfills  associated  with  solid  waste  generation  as  a  result  of  proposed 
construction  projects,  a  multiplier  was  used  provided  by  the  USEPA  to  estimate  solid  waste 
generation.  The  estimated  pounds  of  waste  generated  each  year  from  renovations,  as  described 
in  Building-Related  Construction  and  Demolition  Materials  Amounts  (USEPA  2009),  is: 

(Total  square  footage  of  construction  renovation  per  year)  x  (11.79 
pounds/square  foot  [SFJ)  *  =  X  pounds  of  debris. 

*11.79  pounds  per  SE  is  a  USEPA  multiplier  used  to  estimated  rate  of  debris  generated  during 
nonresidential  renovations  for  an  average  office  renovation  based  on  sampling  studies 
documented  in  Building-Related  Construction  and  Demolition  Materials  Amounts  (USEPA 
2009).  To  estimate  construction  waste  from  nonresidential  new  construction  (versus  renovation), 
the  USEPA  uses  a  multiplier  of  4.34  pounds  per  SE. 

Eor  this  analysis,  potential  infrastructure  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  the  Proposed 
Action  are  evaluated.  Potential  infrastructure  impacts  would  be  related  to  construction  activity 
and  facility  operations  after  completion,  in  addition  to  any  increase  in  personnel  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action. 

A,9  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

A.9,1  Definition  of  the  Resource 

This  EIS  analyzes  impacts  related  to  hazardous  materials,  toxic  substances,  hazardous  waste,  and 
contaminated  sites.  The  potential  for  hazardous  materials  to  be  introduced  to  the  alternative 
installations  during  the  course  of  site  development  and  construction  activities;  for  toxic  and 
hazardous  wastes  to  be  generated  as  a  result  of  construction  and  demolition  activities;  and  for 
encounters  with  contaminated  media  during  the  course  of  site  preparation  and 
construction/demolition  activities  is  analyzed. 
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Impacts  related  to  the  eontinuing  use  of  hazardous  materials  and  generation  of  hazardous  wastes 
associated  with  aireraft  operations  and  maintenance  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  aircraft 
conversion  are  also  analyzed.  Operational  changes  (increases/deereases  in  flying  time)  would 
affect  the  amount  of  hazardous  materials  used  and  stored  at  the  alternative  installations,  as  well 
as  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  generated.  In  addition,  changes  in  maintenanee  activities  and 
sehedules  eould  result  in  a  ehange  in  the  use  of  hazardous  or  toxic  substances  or  generation  of 
hazardous  wastes  compared  to  existing  conditions. 

The  ROI  for  hazardous  materials  and  waste  includes  areas  that  could  be  exposed  to  an  accidental 
release  of  a  hazardous  substance  from  eonstruction  activities,  other  speeific  areas  affected  by 
past  and  current  hazardous  waste  operations,  and  areas  where  hazardous  materials  would  be 
utilized  or  stored.  Therefore,  the  ROI  for  this  aetion  is  defined  as  the  five  alternative 
installations. 

A .  9 . 1 . 1  Hazardous  Materials  and  W aste 

Hazardous  materials  are  chemieal  substanees  that  pose  a  substantial  hazard  to  human  health  or 
the  environment.  Hazardous  materials  include  hazardous  substanees,  extremely  hazardous 
substances,  hazardous  chemicals,  and  toxic  chemicals.  In  general,  these  materials  pose  hazards 
beeause  of  their  quantity,  coneentration,  physical,  chemical,  or  infectious  characteristics.  The 
Resource  Conservation  and  Reeovery  Act  (RCRA)  (42  USC  6903[5])  defines  a  hazardous  waste 
as  a  solid  waste,  or  eombination  of  solid  waste,  which  because  of  its  quantity,  concentration,  or 
physical,  chemical,  or  infectious  characteristics  may:  (1)  cause,  or  significantly  contribute  to,  an 
increase  in  mortality  or  an  inerease  in  serious  irreversible,  or  incapacitating  reversible,  illness;  or 
(2)  pose  a  substantial  present  or  potential  hazard  to  human  health  or  the  environment  when 
improperly  treated,  stored,  transported,  disposed  of,  or  otherwise  managed.  For  the  purpose  of 
this  analysis,  hazardous  wastes  include  solid  wastes  that  are  regulated  as  hazardous  based  on 
either  direct  listing  by  USEPA  or  because  they  exhibit  certain  eharacteristics  (ignitability, 
reactivity,  corrosivity,  and  toxicity),  as  well  as  those  eontaminants  present  in  environmental 
media  (e.g.,  soil  or  groundwater). 

Hazardous  substanees  are  defined  and  regulated  under  the  laws  administered  by  OSHA,  USEPA, 
and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  Each  of  these  ageneies  incorporates  hazardous 
substance  terminology  in  aceordanee  with  its  unique  Congressional  mandate: 

•  OSHA  regulations  eategorize  substanees  in  terms  of  their  impaets  to  employee  and 
workplace  health  and  safety; 

•  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  regulations  categorize  substances  in  terms  of  their 
safety  in  transportation;  and 
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•  USEPA  regulations  categorize  substances  in  terms  of  protection  of  the  environment  and 
the  public  health. 

With  regard  to  environmental  impacts,  hazardous  substances  are  regulated  under  several  federal 
programs  administered  by  the  USEPA,  including  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Eiability  Act,  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  (TSCA),  and  RCRA.  DoD 
installations  are  required  to  comply  with  these  laws  and  Emergency  Planning  and  Community 
Right-to-Know  Act  (per  EO  15314),  along  with  other  applicable  federal,  state,  and  DoD 
regulations,  as  well  as  with  relevant  EOs. 

When  accumulating  hazardous  waste  on-site,  large  quantity  generators  must  comply  with  40 
CER  262.34(a)  and  small  quantity  generators  must  comply  with  40  CER  262.34(d)  to  avoid  the 
requirement  to  obtain  a  hazardous  waste  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  permit.  Generators  of 
1,000  kilograms/month  of  hazardous  waste  or  >1  kilogram/month  of  acute  hazardous  waste  are 
large  quantity  generators.  A  hazardous  waste  generation  point  is  where  the  waste  is  initially 
created  or  generated.  A  satellite  accumulation  point  (SAP)  is  an  area  where  hazardous  waste  is 
initially  accumulated  at  the  point  of  generation  and  is  under  the  control  of  the  SAP  manager. 
Wastes  stored  in  these  areas  may  be  stored  for  90  days  for  large  quantity  generators  and  180  days 
for  small  quantity  generators.  Hazardous  wastes  initially  accumulated  at  a  SAP  are  accumulated 
in  appropriate  containers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation  central  accumulation  point 
(CAP). 

A. 9. 1.2  Toxic  Substances 

The  promulgation  of  TSCA  (40  CER  §§  700-766)  represented  an  effort  by  the  federal 
government  to  address  those  chemical  substances  and  mixtures  for  which  it  was  recognized  that 
the  manufacture,  processing,  distribution,  use,  or  disposal  may  present  unreasonable  risk  of 
personal  injury  or  health  of  the  environment,  and  to  effectively  regulate  these  substances  and 
mixtures  in  interstate  commerce.  The  TSCA  Chemical  Substances  Inventory  lists  information  on 
more  than  62,000  chemicals  and  substances.  Toxic  chemical  substances  regulated  by  USEPA 
under  TSCA  include  asbestos  and  lead,  which  for  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  are  evaluated  in 
the  most  common  forms  found  in  buildings,  namely  asbestos-containing  materials  (ACMs)  and 
lead-based  paint  (EBP).  TSCA  also  establishes  management  obligations  for  the  cleanup  of 
polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs). 

ACMs  have  been  classified  as  a  HAP  by  the  USEPA  in  accordance  with  Section  112  of  the 
CAA.  Surveys  would  be  conducted  for  ACMs,  as  required  by  40  CER  §  61.145,  during  the 
design  phase  of  each  construction  project  and  prior  to  demolition  or  renovation  of  any  structure. 
Any  located  ACM  would  be  characterized,  managed,  transported,  and  disposed  of  according  to 
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applicable  state  and  federal  requirements  for  proteeting  human  health  and  safety  and  the 
environment. 

LBP  may  also  be  present  in  buildings  or  other  faeilities  that  would  be  modified  or  demolished  as 
part  of  the  Proposed  Aetion.  Similar  to  ACMs,  surveys  would  be  eondueted  on  struetures  to  be 
modified  or  demolished  for  LBP  during  the  design  phase  of  eaeh  eonstruetion  projeet  and  prior 
to  strueture  demolition  or  renovation.  LBP  sampling  would  be  eondueted  on  the  struetures  to  be 
removed  and  analyzed  in  aeeordanee  with  USEPA  approved  Toxieity  Charaeteristie  Leaehing 
Proeedure  methodology.  Based  on  this  federal  testing  methodology,  the  paint  would  be 
eonsidered  hazardous  if  lead  is  deteeted  at  eoneentrations  greater  than  5  mierograms  per  liter.  If 
LBP  were  deteeted  at  hazardous  eoneentrations,  these  materials  would  be  removed  aeeording  to 
aeeepted  methodologies.  LBP  would  be  eharaeterized,  managed,  transported,  and  disposed  of 
aeeording  to  applieable  state  and  federal  requirements  for  proteeting  human  health  and  safety 
and  the  environment. 

Beginning  in  the  1920s,  PCBs  had  many  eommon  household  uses,  ineluding  applieations  in 
eleetrieal  transformers,  as  eoolants  in  refrigeration  maehinery,  and  in  oil  and  hydraulie  fluids. 
PCBs  are  toxie  and  have  been  elassified  as  a  persistent  organie  pollutant,  aeting  as  eareinogens 
that  do  not  break  down  easily  in  the  environment.  Thus,  the  manufaeture  and  use  of  PCBs  in  the 
U.S.  was  banned  by  Congress  in  1979  and  eleanup  aetions  are  regulated  through  TSCA. 

A. 9. 1.3  Contaminated  Sites 

Potential  hazardous  waste  eontamination  areas  are  being  investigated  as  part  of  the  Defense 
Environmental  Restoration  Program  (DERP).  DoD  developed  the  DERP  to  identify,  investigate, 
and  remediate  potentially  hazardous  material  disposal  sites  on  DoD  property  prior  to  1984. 

There  are  two  restoration  programs  under  DERP,  the  Installation  Restoration  Program  (now 

known  as  the  Environmental  Restoration  Program  [ERP])  and  the  Military  Munitions  Response 
Program.  These  programs  were  instituted  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Eiability  Aet  and  RCRA  for  former  and  eurrent 
hazardous  waste  sites. 

A.9,2  Methodology 

The  qualitative  and  quantitative  assessment  of  impaets  from  hazardous  materials  and  solid  waste 
management  foeuses  on  how  and  to  what  degree  the  alternatives  affeet  hazardous  materials 
usage  and  management,  hazardous  waste  generation  and  management,  and  waste  disposal.  A 
substantial  inerease  in  the  quantity  or  toxieity  of  hazardous  substanees  used  or  generated  would 
be  eonsidered  potentially  signifieant.  Signifieant  impaets  eould  result  if  a  substantial  inerease  in 
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human  health  risk  or  environmental  exposure  was  generated  at  a  level  that  cannot  be  mitigated  to 
acceptable  standards. 

The  potential  increase  in  the  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams 
was  estimated  by  evaluating  the  change  from  the  baseline  number  of  flying  hours  for  each 
alternative  installation  and  comparing  that  to  the  proposed  8,040  annual  flying  hours.  The 
KC-135  has  an  estimated  fuel  flow  rate  to  power  the  aircraft  of  approximately  2,500  pounds  per 
hour  per  engine;  or  an  average  of  10,000  pounds  of  fuel  per  hour.  The  KC-46A  aircraft  has  a 
similar  estimated  fuel  flow  rate  of  4,500  pounds  per  hour  per  engine;  or  an  average  of  9,000 
pounds  of  fuel  per  hour.  Thus,  based  on  the  percent  increase  in  flying  hours  at  each  alternative 
installation,  it  was  assumed  that  there  would  be  a  commensurate  increase  in  the  throughput  of 
petroleum  substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams. 

Regulatory  standards  and  guidelines  have  been  applied  in  evaluating  the  potential  impacts  that 
may  be  caused  by  hazardous  materials  and  wastes.  The  following  criteria  were  used  to  identify 
potentially  significant  impacts: 

•  Generation  of  100  kilograms  (or  more)  of  hazardous  waste  or  1  kilogram  (or  more)  of  an 
acutely  hazardous  waste  in  a  calendar  month,  resulting  in  increased  regulatory 
requirements. 

•  A  spill  or  release  of  a  reportable  quantity  of  a  hazardous  substance  as  defined  by  the 
USEPA  in  40  CFR  Part  302. 

•  Manufacturing,  use,  or  storage  of  a  compound  that  requires  notifying  the  pertinent 
regulatory  agency  according  to  the  Emergency  Planning  and  Community  Right-to-Know 
Act. 

•  Exposure  of  the  environment  or  public  to  any  hazardous  material  and/or  waste  through 
release  or  disposal  practices. 

A.IO  Socioeconomics 

A.lO.l  Definition  of  the  Resource 

Socioeconomics  comprises  the  basic  attributes  and  resources  associated  with  the  human 
environment,  particularly  population  and  economic  activity.  Economic  activity  typically 
encompasses  employment,  personal  income,  and  economic  growth.  Impacts  to  these 
fundamental  socioeconomic  components  also  influence  other  issues  such  as  housing  availability 
and  the  provision  of  public  services.  To  illustrate  local  baseline  conditions,  socioeconomic  data 
provided  in  this  section  consists  primarily  of  county  and  city  level  data  for  the  areas  surrounding 
the  alternative  installations.  Where  2010  Census  data  was  not  yet  available  for  all  demographic 
and  economic  data,  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  2011  5-year  estimates  were  used  (data 
on  employment  and  school  enrollment). 
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The  ROI  for  socioeconomics  associated  with  the  five  alternative  installations  includes  the 
counties,  townships,  and  towns/cities  that  each  installation  lies  within,  as  well  as  those  that  lie 
under  or  near  the  current  and  proposed  noise  contours.  The  ROI  does  not  include  the  land  below 
the  airspace  used  since  no  ground  disturbance  would  occur  in  these  areas  and  the  Proposed 
Action  would  generate  minimal  changes  in  noise,  frequency  of  use,  duration  of  use,  and  number 
of  operations  at  these  locations. 

A,10,2  Methodology 

Socioeconomic  impacts  are  assessed  in  terms  of  direct  effects  to  the  local  economy  and 
population  and  related  indirect  effects  on  other  socioeconomic  resources  within  the  ROI. 
Socioeconomic  impacts  would  be  considered  significant  if  the  Proposed  Action  resulted  in  a 
substantial  shift  in  population  trends  or  notably  affected  regional  employment,  earnings,  or 
community  resources  such  as  schools. 

A,  1 1  Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

A.11.1  Definition  of  the  Resource 

In  1994,  EO  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations 

and  Low-Income  Populations,  was  issued  to  focus  the  attention  of  federal  agencies  on  human 
health  and  environmental  conditions  in  minority  and  low-income  communities.  EO  12898  aims 
to  ensure  that  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  to 
these  communities  are  identified  and  addressed.  This  environmental  justice  analysis  focuses  on 
the  distribution  of  race  and  poverty  status  in  areas  potentially  affected  by  implementation  of  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Eor  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  minority  populations  and  low-income  populations  are  defined 
as: 


•  Minority  Populations:  All  categories  of  non-white  population  groups  as  defined  in  the 
U.S.  Census,  including  African  American,  Hispanic,  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native, 
Asian  or  Pacific  Islander,  and  other  groups. 

•  Low-Income  Populations:  Persons  living  below  the  poverty  level,  as  defined  by  the  2010 
Census. 

Because  children  may  suffer  disproportionately  from  environmental  health  risks  and  safety  risks, 
EO  13045,  Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental  Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks,  was 
introduced  in  1997  to  prioritize  the  identification  and  assessment  of  environmental  health  and 
safety  risks  that  may  affect  children,  and  to  ensure  that  federal  agency  policies,  programs, 
activities,  and  standards  address  environmental  and  safety  risks  to  children.  This  section 
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identifies  the  distribution  of  ehildren  and  loeations  where  the  number  of  ehildren  in  the  affected 
area  may  be  disproportionately  high  (e.g.,  schools,  childcare  centers). 

The  ROI  for  environmental  justice  associated  with  the  five  alternative  installations  includes  the 
counties,  townships,  and  towns/cities  that  each  installation  lies  within,  as  well  as  those  that  lie 
under  or  near  the  current  and  proposed  noise  contours.  Total  population,  minority  population, 
and  number  of  children  under  the  age  of  18  were  obtained  from  the  2010  census  data.  Low- 
income  population  numbers  are  from  the  2007-2011  ACS  5-Year  Estimates.  The  ROI  does  not 
include  the  land  below  the  airspace  used  since  no  ground  disturbance  would  occur  in  these  areas 
and  the  Proposed  Action  would  generate  minimal  changes  in  noise,  frequency  of  use,  duration  of 
use,  and  number  of  operations  at  these  locations. 

A,ll,2  Methodology 

To  comply  with  EO  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority 
Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations,  and  EO  13045,  Protection  of  Children  from 
Environmental  Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks,  areas  containing  relatively  high  disadvantaged  or 
youth  populations  are  given  special  consideration  regarding  potential  impacts  in  order  to  address 
the  potential  for  disproportionately  high  or  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  to 
these  communities.  Ethnicity  and  poverty  status  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Proposed  Action  have  been 
examined  and  compared  to  city,  county,  state,  and  national  data  to  determine  if  any  minority  or 
low-income  communities  could  potentially  be  disproportionately  affected  by  implementation  of 
any  of  the  alternatives.  Geographic  Information  Systems  census  block  data  obtained  from  the 
U.S.  Census  Bureau  was  used  to  obtain  information  on  minority  and  low-income  populations 
located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  Alternative  locations.  A  census  block  is  the  smallest 
geographic  unit  used  by  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  for  tabulation  of  100  percent  data  (data 
collected  from  all  houses,  rather  than  a  sample  of  houses). 

Three  criteria  must  be  met  for  impacts  to  minority  and  low-income  communities  to  be  considered 
significant:  (1)  there  must  be  one  or  more  such  populations  within  the  ROI,  (2)  there  must  be 
adverse  (or  significant)  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action,  and  (3)  the  environmental  justice 
populations  within  the  ROI  must  bear  a  disproportionate  burden  of  those  adverse  impacts.  If  any 
of  these  criteria  are  not  met,  then  impacts  with  respect  to  environmental  justice  would  not  be 
significant. 
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Pease  ANGS  IICEP  Letter  Distribution  List . Bl-30 

Sample  Pease  ANGS  IICEP  Letter . Bl-31 

Pease  ANGS  IICEP  Responses . Bl-33 

Pittsburgh  ANGS  IICEP  Letter  Distribution  List . Bl-56 

Sample  Pittsburgh  ANGS  IICEP  Letter . Bl-57 

Pittsburgh  ANGS  IICEP  Responses . Bl-59 

Riekenbaeker  ANGS  IICEP  Letter  Distribution  List . Bl-63 

Sample  Riekenbaeker  ANGS  IICEP  Letter . Bl-64 

Riekenbaeker  ANGS  IICEP  Responses . Bl-66 

APPENDIX  B2  NATIVE  AMERICAN  CORRESPONDENCE . B2-I 

Forbes,  JB  MDL,  and  Riekenbaeker  Tribal  Letter  Distribution  List . B2-6 

Sample  Forbes,  JB  MDL,  and  Riekenbaeker  Tribal  Letter . B2-7 

Forbes  and  Riekenbaeker  Tribal  Letter  Distribution  List . B2-18 

Sample  Forbes  and  Riekenbaeker  Tribal  Letter . B2-19 

Forbes  Tribal  Letter  Distribution  List . B2-27 

Sample  Forbes  Tribal  Letter . B2-28 

JB  MDL  Tribal  Letter  Distribution  List . B2-33 

Sample  JB  MDL  Tribal  Letter . B2-34 

Pease  Tribal  Letter  Distribution  List . B2-42 

Sample  Pease  Tribal  Letter . B2-43 

Pittsburgh  Tribal  Letter  Distribution  List . B2-48 

Sample  Pittsburgh  Tribal  Letter . B2-49 

Riekenbaeker  Tribal  Letter  Distribution  List . B2-54 

Sample  Riekenbaeker  Tribal  Letter . B2-55 

Tribal  Letter  Responses . B2-61 

APPENDIX  B3  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE  (SHPO) 

CORRESPONDENCE . B3-I 

Forbes  ANGS  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter . B3-1 

Forbes  ANGS  Seetion  106  SHPO  Consultation  Response . B3-7 

JB  MDL  Seetion  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter . B3-8 

JB  MDL  Seetion  106  SHPO  Consultation  Response . B3-15 

Pease  ANGS  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter . B3-19 
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Pease  ANGS  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Response . B3-25 

Pittsburgh  ANGS  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter . B3-28 

Rickenbacker  ANGS  Section  106  SHPO  Consultation  Letter . B3-34 

APPENDIX  B4  RELEVANT  HISTORIC  CORRESPONDENCE . B4-I 

APPENDIX  B5  FINAL  EIS  DISTRIBUTION  LIST . B5-I 

APPENDIX  B6  PUBLIC  HEARING  TRANSCRIPTS,  RESPONSES  TO 
COMMENTS,  AND  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  ON  THE 
DRAFT  EIS . B6-I 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


11 


Appendix  B  Correspondence 


Final  -  June  2014 


Appendix  B1 

Interagency  and  Intergovernmental  Coordination 

for  Environmental  Planning  (IICEP) 


Final  -  June  2014 


The  sample  IICEP  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Forbes  ANGS 

Director,  Office  of  Federal  Activities,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  7,  901  N  5th  St,  Kansas  City, 
KS  66101 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Kansas  Ecological  Services  Field  Office,  2609  Anderson  Ave,  Manhattan,  KS 
66502-2801 

Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Central  Region,  901  Focust  St,  Kansas  City,  MO  64106-2641 
Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment,  Division  of  Environment,  1000  SW  Jackson,  Ste  400,  Topeka,  KS 
66612-1367 

Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Region  2,  300  SW  Wanamaker  Rd,  Topeka,  KS  66606 

Jennie  Chinn,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Kansas  State  Historical  Society,  Cultural  Resources  Division, 

6425  SW  6th  Ave,  Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 

Director  of  Aviation,  Kansas  Department  of  Transportation,  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  State  Office  Building,  700  SW 
Harrison,  Topeka,  KS  66603-3754 

Shelly  Buhler,  Chair,  Shawnee  County  Commissioner,  District  1,  200  SE  7th  St,  Topeka,  KS  66603 
Shawnee  County  Planning  Department,  1515  NW  Saline  St,  Ste  102,  Topeka,  KS  66618 
The  Honorable  Bill  Bunten,  Mayor  of  Topeka,  215  SE  7th,  Room  352,  Topeka,  KS  66603-3914 
Larry  Wolgast,  Councilperson,  Topeka  City  Council  District  #5,  1512  SW  30th  St,  Topeka,  KS  6661 1 
City  of  Topeka  Planning,  620  SE  Madison,  Topeka,  KS  66607 

Eric  Johnson,  Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority,  Forbes  Field,  Building  620,  Topeka,  KS  66619 
Steve  Ortiz,  Council  Chair,  Prairie  Band  Potawatomi  Tribe,  16281  Q  Rd,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Rick  Campbell,  Director,  Environmental  Department,  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  of  Missouri,  305  N  Main  St,  Reserve,  KS 
66434 

The  Honorable  Jerry  Moran,  U.S.  Senate,  354  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Pat  Roberts,  U.S.  Senate,  109  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Lynn  Jenkins,  House  of  Representatives,  1027  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 
The  Honorable  Vicki  Schmidt,  Kansas  Senate,  5906  SW  43rd  Ct,  Topeka,  KS  66610-1632 
The  Honorable  Lana  Gordon,  Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  5820  SW  27th  St,  Topeka,  KS  66614 
The  Honorable  Sam  Brownback,  Office  of  the  Governor,  300  SW  10th  Ave,  Ste  24 IS,  Topeka,  KS  66612-1590 
Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
John  Barrett,  Chairman,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
Dr.  Brice  Obermeyer,  Delaware  Nation,  Dept,  of  Sociology  and  Anthropology,  Emporia  State  University,  Roosevelt 
Hall,  Rm  121,  1200  Commercial,  Box  4022,  Emporia,  KS  66801 
Kerry  Holton,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  P.O.  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 
Guy  Munroe,  Chairman,  Kaw  Nation,  Drawer  50,  Kaw  City,  OK  74641 

Dr.  Andrea  A.  Hunter,  THPO,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  627  Grandview,  Pawhuska,  OK  74056 
Mr.  John  D.  Redeagle,  Principal  Chief,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  P.O.  Box  779,  627  Grandview,  Pawhuska,  OK 
70456 

George  Blanchard,  Governor  ,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  2025  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive, 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Henryetta  Ellis,  THPO,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  2025  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
Glenna  Wallace,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  12755  South  705  Rd.,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Leslie  Standing,  President,  Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes,  P.O.  Box  729,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

JBMDL 

Eric  Davis,  Supervisor,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  New  Jersey  Ecological  Services  Field  Office,  927  N  Main 
St,  Bldg  D,  Pleasantville,  NJ  08232 

Environmental  Review  Coordinator,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  2,  290  Broadway,  New  York, 
NY  10007-1866 

Richard  Shaw,  State  Soil  Scientist,  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  New  Jersey  State  Office,  220  Davidson 
Ave,  4th  Floor,  Somerset,  NJ  08873 

Paul  Phifer,  Ph.D.,  Assistant  Regional  Director,  Ecological  Services,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Region  5,  300 
Westgate  Center  Dr,  Hadley,  MA  01035-9589 
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Ruth  W.  Foster,  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Office  of  Permit  Coordination  and 
Environmental  Review,  401  E  State  St,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 
Daniel  Saunders,  Administrator  and  Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  Historic  Preservation  Office,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 
New  Jersey  Division  of  Pish  and  Wildlife,  Endangered  and  Nongame  Species  Program,  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 
Ernie  Deman,  Supervising  Environmental  Specialist,  New  Jersey  Pinelands  Commission,  15  Springfield  Rd,  New 
Lisbon,  NJ  08064 

Coordinator,  Regional  Planning,  Burlington  County,  50  Rancocas  Rd,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 
Mary  Pat  Robbie,  Director,  Resource  Conservation,  Burlington  County,  PO  Box  6000,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 
Mark  Gould,  Chairperson,  Nanticoke-Lenni-Lenape  Indians  of  New  Jersey,  18  E  Commerce  St,  PO  Box  544, 
Bridgeton,  NJ  08302 

Dwaine  Perry,  Chief,  Ramapough  Mountain  Indians,  189  Stag  Hill  Rd,  Mahwah,  NJ  07430 
Joanne  Bundy  Hawkins,  Powhattan-Renape  Nation,  Rankokus  Indian  Reservation,  PO  Box  225,  Rancocas,  NJ 
08073 

The  Honorable  Thomas  Harper,  Mayor  of  Wrightstown,  21  Saylors  Pond  Rd,  Wrightstown,  NJ  08562 
The  Honorable  Ronald  Prancioli,  Mayor  of  New  Hanover  Township,  1000  Route  10,  PO  Box  250,  Whippany,  NJ 
07981 

The  Honorable  Jim  Durr,  Mayor  of  North  Hanover  Township,  41  Schoolhouse  Rd,  Jacobstown,  NJ  08562 
The  Honorable  David  Patriarca,  Mayor  of  Pemberton  Township,  500  Pemberton-Browns  Mills  Rd,  Pemberton,  NJ 
08068-1539 

The  Honorable  Denis  McDaniel,  Mayor  of  Springfield  Township,  PO  Box  119,  Jobstown,  NJ  08041 
The  Honorable  Michael  Reina,  Mayor  of  Jackson  Township,  95  W  Veterans  Hwy,  Jackson,  NJ  08527 
The  Honorable  Mike  Pressola,  Mayor  of  Manchester  Township,  1  Colonial  Dr,  Manchester,  NJ  08759 
The  Honorable  David  Leutwyler,  Mayor  of  Plumsted  Township,  121  Evergreen  Rd,  New  Egypt,  NJ  08533 
The  Honorable  Prank  Lautenberg,  U.S.  Senate,  141  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Robert  Menendez,  U.S.  Senate,  528  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Jon  Runyun,  House  of  Representatives,  1239  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 
The  Honorable  Chris  Smith,  House  of  Representatives,  2373  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  DC 
20515 

The  Honorable  Chris  Christie,  Office  of  the  Governor,  PO  Box  001,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

The  Honorable  Samuel  Thompson,  New  Jersey  Senate,  2501  Highway  516,  Ste  101,  Old  Bridge,  NJ  08857 

The  Honorable  Robert  Clifton,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  516  Route  33  West,  Bldg  2,  Ste  2,  Millstone,  NJ  08535 

The  Honorable  Ronald  Dancer,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  405  Rt  539,  Cream  Ridge,  NJ  08514 

Kerry  Holton,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Wayne  Stull,  Trust  Board  Chairman 

Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  170  NE  Barbara  St.,  Bartlesville,  OK  74006 

Kimberly  Vele,  President,  Stockbridge-Munsee  Community,  N8476  Mo  He  Con  Nuck  Road,  Bowler,  WI  54416 
Sherry  White,  THPO,  Stockbridge-Munsee  Community,  N8476  Mo  He  Con  Nuck  Road,  Bowler,  WI  54416 

Pease  ANGS 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1,  Environmental  Impact  Branch  1,  Congress  St,  Boston,  MA 
02114 

Northeast  Coordinator,  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service  Region  V,  300  Westgate  Center  Dr,  Hadley,  MA  01035 
New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  29  Hazen  Dr,  PO  Box  95,  Concord,  NH  03302 
New  Hampshire  Pish  and  Game  Department,  1 1  Hazen  Dr,  Concord,  NH  03301 
New  Hampshire  State  Port  Authority,  555  Market  St,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Historic  Preservation  Officer,  New  Hampshire  Division  of  Historical  Resources,  19  Pilsbury  St,  2nd  El,  Concord, 

NH  03301 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Transportation,  Bureau  of  Environment,  JOM  Building,  Room  160,  7  Hazen  Dr, 
Concord,  NH  03302 

New  Hampshire  Coastal  Program,  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  50  International  Dr,  Ste  200,  Portsmouth, 
NH  03801 

New  Hampshire  Office  of  Energy  and  Planning,  57  Regional  Dr,  Ste  3,  Concord,  NH  03301 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  Wetlands  Bureau,  PO  Box  95,  Concord,  NH  03302 
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Town  of  Newington  Planning  Department,  205  Nimble  Hill  Rd,  Newington,  NH  03801 
Portsmouth  City  Hall,  Community  Development  Department,  1  Junkins  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
Pease  Development  Authority,  360  Corporate  Dr,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Kirk  Francis,  Tribal  Chief,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian  Island,  ME  04668 
Bonnie  Newsom,  THPO,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian  Island,  ME  04468 
The  Honorable  Kelly  Ayotte,  U.S.  Senate,  144  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Jeanne  Shaheen,  U.S.  Senate,  520  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Carol  Shea-Porter,  House  of  Representatives,  1530  Longworth  House  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC 
20515 

The  Honorable  Martha  Clark,  New  Hampshire  Senate,  State  House,  Room  1 15,  107  N  Main  St,  Concord,  NH 
03301 

The  Honorable  Joe  Scarlotto,  New  Hampshire  Representative,  130  Oxford  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801-4126 

The  Honorable  Eric  Spear,  Mayor  of  Portsmouth,  1  Junkins  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

The  Honorable  Maggie  Hassan,  Office  of  the  Governor,  State  House,  107  N  Main  St,  Concord,  NH  03301 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Doug  McLearen  and  Ms.  Kira  Heinrich,  Archaeology  &  Protection  Division,  Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum 
Commission  -  Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation,  Commonwealth  Keystone  Bldg,  400  North  St,  Harrisburg,  PA 
17120 

Carole  Copeyon,  Endangered  Species  Program  Supervisor,  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Pennsylvania  Pield 
Office,  315  S  Allen  St,  Ste  322,  State  College,  PA  16801 
Kathy  Prankel,  Natural  Resource  Program  Supervisor,  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural 
Resources,  301  Pifth  Ave,  Ste  324,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-2420 
Susan  McDonald,  Environmental  Specialist,  Pederal  Aviation  Administration,  Harrisburg  Airports  District  Office, 
3905  Hartzdale  Dr,  Ste  508,  Camp  Hill,  PA  17011 

Jeffrey  Ziegler,  Assistant  Township  Manager,  Moon  Township  Administration  Office,  1000  Beaver  Grade  Rd, 

Moon  Township,  PA  15108 

Christopher  Caruso,  Planning  Administrator,  Township  of  Pindlay,  1271  Route  30,  PO  Box  W 
Clinton,  PA  15026 

Rich  Belotti,  Director,  Planning  &  Environmental  Affairs,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  Landside  Terminal,  4th 
Ploor  Mezzanine,  PO  Box  12370,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 
Craig  Peters,  Commander,  91 1th  Air  Wing,  U.S.  Air  Porce  Reserve,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  2475  Defense 
Ave,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108-2983 

Bud  Jameson,  Jr.,  Commander,  316th  Expeditionary  Sustainment  Command,  99  Soldiers  Ln 
Coraopolis,  PA  15108-2550 

Scott  A.  Hans,  Chief,  Regulatory  Branch,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  2200  William  S.  Moorhead  Pederal 
Building,  1000  Liberty  Ave,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-4186 

Barbara  Rudnick,  NEPA  Team  Leader,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  3,  Office  of  Environmental 
Programs  (3EA30),  Environmental  Assessment  and  Innovation  Division,  1650  Arch  St,  Philadelphia,  PA 
19103-2029 

Bradley  D.  Penrod,  President  and  Chief  Strategy  Officer,  Allegheny  County  Department  of  Aviation,  Pittsburgh 
International  Airport,  PO  Box  12370,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 
Sandra  Etzel,  Allegheny  County  Health  Department,  Air  Quality  Program,  301  39th  St,  Bldg  7,  Pittsburgh,  PA 
15201 

Lou  Sitio,  Assistant  Chief  of  Public  Affairs,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  North  Atlantic  Division,  302  General 
Lee  Ave,  Brooklyn,  NY  1 1252 

The  Honorable  Robert  Casey,  Jr.,  U.S.  Senate,  393  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Patrick  Toomey,  U.S.  Senate,  502  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Matt  Smith,  Pennsylvania  Senate,  Senate  Box  203037,  Harrisburg,  PA  17120-3037 
The  Honorable  Mark  Mustio,  Pennsylvania  House  of  Representatives,  1009  Beaver  Grade  Rd,  Ste  220,  Moon 
Township,  PA  15108 

The  Honorable  Anthony  Celeste,  Mayor  of  Coraopolis,  1 121  Third  Ave,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108 
The  Honorable  Tom  Corbett,  Office  of  the  Governor,  301  5th  Ave,  Rm  240,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222 
The  Honorable  Tim  Murphy,  House  of  Representatives,  2332  Rayburn  House  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20515 
Melinda  Maybee,  Nation  Representative,  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York,  PO  Box  803,  Seneca  Palls,  NY  13148 
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Irving  Powless,  Chief,  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York,  RRT#1,  PO  Box  319-B,  Nedrow,  NY  13120 
Leo  Henry,  Chief,  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York,  2006  Mt.  Hope  Rd.,  Lewiston,  NY  14092 
Robert  Odawi  Porter,  President,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  12837  Rte.  438,  Irving,  NY  14081 
Lana  Watt,  THPO,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  90  Ohi  Yoho  Way,  Salamanca,  NY  14779 
Roger  Hill,  Chief,  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneca,  7027  Meadville  Road,  Basom,  NY  14013 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

Teresa  Spagna,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Huntington  District,  502  Eighth  St,  Huntington,  WV  25701-2070 
Lisa  Adkins,  Program  Coordinator,  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office,  800  E  17th  Ave,  Columbus,  OH  4321 1-2474 
Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Lazarus  Government  Center,  50  W  Town  St,  Ste  700,  Columbus,  OH 
43215 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  5,  77  W  Jackson  Blvd,  Chicago,  IL  60604 
Mary  Knapp,  Eield  Supervisor,  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  4625  Morse  Rd,  Ste  104,  Columbus,  OH  43230-8355 
Lee  Brown,  Planning  Administrator,  Pranklin  County  Economic  Development  &  Planning  Department,  150  S  Pront 
St,  PSL  Ste  10,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Director  of  Planning,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway,  Columbus,  OH  43219 
General  Manager,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Administrative 
Offices,  7161  Second  St,  Columbus,  OH  43217 

Dan  Garver,  District  Conservationist,  Ohio  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service,  Pickaway  County,  Circle ville 
Service  Center,  1 10  Island  Rd,  Ste  D,  Circleville,  OH  43113-9575 
Glenna  Wallace,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  350,  Seneca,  MO  64865 
Ohio  Department  of  Health,  246  N  High  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Columbus  Health  Department,  240  Parsons  Ave,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Ohio  Department  of  Transportation,  District  6,  400  E  William  St,  Delaware,  OH  43015 
Pickaway  County  Office  of  Development  and  Planning,  1 24  W.  Pranklin  St,  Circleville,  OH  43113 
Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Geological  Survey,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  Cl,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Wildlife,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  G,  Columbus,  OH  43229-6693 
Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Soil  &  Water,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  B-3,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

John  Ankrom,  Service  Director,  City  of  Circleville  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission,  104  E  Pranklin  St, 

Circleville,  OH  43113 

Katie  Delaney,  Pederal  Aviation  Administration,  1 1677  S  Wayne  Rd,  Ste  107,  Romulus,  MI  48174 
The  Honorable  Sherrod  Brown,  U.S.  Senate,  713  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Rob  Portman,  U.S.  Senate,  448  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Steve  Stivers,  House  of  Representatives,  1022  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 
The  Honorable  Heather  Bishoff,  Ohio  House  of  Representatives,  77  S  High  St,  10th  El,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
The  Honorable  Kevin  Bacon,  Ohio  Senate,  1  Capitol  Square,  Ground  Ploor,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
The  Honorable  John  Kasich,  Office  of  the  Governor,  77  S  High  St,  30th  El,  Columbus,  OH  43215-6117 
The  Honorable  Michael  Coleman,  Mayor  of  Columbus,  City  Hall,  2nd  El,  90  W  Broad  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
John  Barrett,  Chairman,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
Dr.  Brice  Obermeyer,  Delaware  Nation,  Dept,  of  Sociology  and  Anthropology,  Emporia  State  University,  Roosevelt 
Hall,  Rm  121,  1200  Commercial,  Box  4022,  Emporia,  KS  66801 
Kerry  Holton,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  P.O.  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 
Steve  Ortiz,  Chairperson,  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Nation,  16281  Q  Road,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Harold  Prank,  Chairman,  Porest  County  Potawatomi  Community,  PO  Box  340,  Crandon,  WI  54520 
Kenneth  Meshigaud,  Chairperson,  Hannahville  Indian  Community,  N14911  Hannahville  B1  Rd.,  Wilson,  MI 
49896-9728 

George  Stack,  THPO,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Thomas  Gamble,  Chairperson,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK  74355-1326 

Ethel  E.  aa  Cooka,  Chief,  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  P.O.  Box  1 10,  Miami,  OK  74355 

John  P.  Proman,  Chief,  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma,  P.O.  Box  1527,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Matthew  J.  Wesaw,  Chairman,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  P.O.  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 

Mike  Zimmerman,  THPO,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  P.O.  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
B 1-4  Appendix  B1  Interagency  and  Intergovernmental  Coordination  for  Environmental  Planning  (IICEP) 


Final  -  June  2014 


Jody  Hayes,  Tribe  Administrator,  Shawnee  Tribe,  P.O.  Box  189,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Ron  Sparkman,  Chairperson,  Shawnee  Tribe,  P.O.  Box  189,  Miami,  OK  74355 

Kade  Ferris,  THPO,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  P.O.  Box  900,  Belcourt,  ND 
58316 

Merle  St.  Claire,  Chairman,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  P.O.  Box  900,  Belcourt, 
ND  58316 

Billy  Friend,  Chief,  Wyandotte  Nation,  64700  East  Highway  60,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Sherri  Clemons,  THPO,  Wyandotte  Nation,  64700  East  Highway  60,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 


3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM 


20  May  2013 


Director,  Office  of  Federal  Activities 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  7 

901  N  5  th  St 

Kansas  City,  KS  66101 

Dear  Sir/Madam 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  a  portion  of  the  existing  KC-135 
aerial  refueling  fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As 
such,  the  USAF  plans  to  identify  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and 
the  first  main  operating  base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF 
will  also  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by 
an  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  unit.  The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  is  preparing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  analyze  the  potential  impacts  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
beddown.  This  letter  references  the  MOB  2  beddown  only,  as  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  are 
the  subject  of  a  separate  action. 

The  NGB  proposes  to  beddown  KC-46A  aircraft  for  MOB  2  at  one  of  five  alternative 
locations.  The  goal  of  KC-46A  beddown  is  to  continue  to  provide  combat-qualified  KC-46A 
personnel  to  support  the  regional  and  global  air  refueling  mission,  while  replacing  a  portion  of 
the  KC-135  fleet.  This  action  would  involve  the  beddown  of  one  KC-46A  squadron  consisting 
of  12  Primary  Assigned  Aircraft  (PAA),  and  establishing  a  KC-46A  MOB.  The  NGB  has 
selected  five  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

Concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A.  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  the  selected 
installation  would  either  be  relocated  to  another  installation  and/or  would  be  retired  out  of  the 
USAF  inventory,  depending  on  the  age  and  maintenance  status  of  each  aircraft.  The  beddown  of 
the  MOB  2  KC-46A  would  follow  the  Total  Force  Integration  (TFI)  concept  that  was  enacted 
into  law  through  the  passage  of  the  2008  Defense  Authorization  Act,  pairing  two  USAF 
component  units  (host  and  associate)  together  to  operate  as  one.  TFI  supports  USAF 
transformation  by  developing,  promoting,  and  implementing  new  and  creative  organizational 
constructs  and  by  advocating  changes  in  personnel  policy  that  enhance  the  integration  of  active, 
reserve,  and  civilian  work  forces.  In  support  of  TFI,  an  active  duty  associate  unit  would  be 
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integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment  under  any  of  the  action  alternatives,  enabling 
joint  training  and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.  The  ANG  host  unit  would 
be  assigned  principal  responsibility  of  the  physical  resources  for  mission  accomplishment 
(aircraft,  equipment,  facilities)  and  the  active  duty  associate  unit  would  share  those  resources. 

As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based 
at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  tire  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes 
to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations; 
as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There 
would  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

The  NGB  invites  you  to  attend  a  public  scoping  meeting  at  one  of  the  times  and  locations 
listed  below.  For  your  convenience,  the  NGB  has  set  aside  the  2-4  p.m.  sessions  for  local,  state, 
and  federal  agencies  to  attend,  although  you  are  also  welcome  at  the  6-9  p.m.  session  if  that 
meets  with  your  schedule  better.  The  addresses  for  the  public  scoping  meetings  are: 


Scoping  Meeting  #1 

Tuesday,  June  4,  2013 

2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m. 

Scoping  Meeting  #2 

Tuesday,  June  4,  2013 

2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m. 

Township  of  Moon 

Municipal  Building 

1000  Beaver  Grade  Rd. 

Moon  lownsliip,  PA 

Plumsted  Fire  District  #1  Fire  Station 

59  Main  St. 

New  Egypt,  NJ 

Scoping  Meeting  #3 

Thursday,  June  6,  2013 

2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m. 

Scoping  Meeting  #4 

Thursday,  June  6,  2013 

2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m. 

Portsmouth  Public  Library 

Levensen  Community  Meeting  Room 

1 75  Parrot  Ave. 

Portsmouth,  NH 

Rickenbacker  International  Airport  Terminal 

7161  Second  St. 

Columbus,  01 1 

Scoping  Meeting  #5 
Wednesday,  .June  20,  2013 
2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m. 


Museum  of  the  Kansas  National  Guard 
6700  S.W.  I'opcka  Blvd. 
_ Topeka,  KS _ 
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Please  forw'ard  your  written  comments  to  the  KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager, 
NGB/A7AM,  3501  Fetchet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157  or 
ang.env.commenis@ang.ar.mil.  You  may  also  submit  comments  via  the  project  website  at 
www.angkc46aeis.com.  Submit  all  comments  within  30  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  I'hank 
you  for  your  assistance. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOOAN,  GS-13,  REM 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 
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The  sample  IICEP  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  7,  901  N  5th  St,  Kansas  City,  KS  66101 
U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Kansas  Ecological  Services  Pield  Office,  2609  Anderson  Ave,  Manhattan,  KS 
66502-2801 

Pederal  Aviation  Administration,  Central  Region,  901  Locust  St,  Kansas  City,  MO  64106-2641 
Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment,  Division  of  Environment,  1000  SW  Jackson,  Ste400,  Topeka,  KS 
66612-1367 

Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Region  2,  300  SW  Wanamaker  Rd,  Topeka,  KS  66606 
Shawnee  County  Planning  Department,  1515  NW  Saline  St,  Ste  102,  Topeka,  KS  66618 
Kansas  Department  of  Transportation,  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  State  Office  Building,  700  SW  Harrison,  Topeka, 
KS  66603-3754 

Shelly  Buhler,  Shawnee  County  Commissioner,  District  1,  200  SE  7th  St,  Topeka,  KS  66603 
City  of  Topeka  Planning,  620  SE  Madison,  Topeka,  KS  66607 

The  Honorable  Bill  Bunten,  Mayor  of  Topeka,  215  SE  7th,  Room  352,  Topeka,  KS  66603-3914 

Larry  Wolgast,  Topeka  City  Council  District  #5,  1512  SW  30th  St,  Topeka,  KS  6661 1 

The  Honorable  Pat  Roberts,  U.S.  Senate,  109  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 

Eric  Johnson,  Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority,  Porbes  Pield,  Building  620,  Topeka,  KS  66619 

The  Honorable  Jerry  Moran,  U.S.  Senate,  354  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 

The  Honorable  Lana  Gordon,  Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  5820  SW  27th  St,  Topeka,  KS  66614 

The  Honorable  Lynn  Jenkins,  House  of  Representatives,  1027  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 

The  Honorable  Vicki  Schmidt,  Kansas  Senate,  5906  SW  43rd  Ct,  Topeka,  KS  66610-1632 

The  Honorable  Sam  Brownback,  Office  of  the  Governor,  300  SW  10th  Ave,  Ste  241S,  Topeka,  KS  66612-1590 
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Sample  Forbes  ANGS  IICEP  Letter 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM  16  Sep  13 


Director,  Office  of  Federal  Activities 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  7 

901  N  5  th  St 

Kansas  City,  KS  66101 

Dear  Sir/Madam 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (ElSs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  aircraft  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of 
these  actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and. 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Forbes 
ANGS  in  Kansas.  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with 
the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Forbes  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135.  As  a  result  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected 
installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and 
manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor 
required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or 
modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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At  Forbes  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-1 35  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-1 35  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effeet  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  w'hcrc 
construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur. 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1 969,  as  amended  (42 
United  States  Code  [USC]  4321  et  seq.),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  [CFR]  Parts  1 500-1508),  and  Air  Force  policy  and  procedures  (32  CFR  Part  989), 
the  NGB  is  preparing  an  EIS  in  support  of  this  action. 

Included  as  an  attachment  with  this  letter  is  a  CD  that  contains  the  first  two  chapters  of 
the  EIS:  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  action,  and  the  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  (DOPAA).  Wc  invite  you  to  review'  these  two  chapters  and  provide  comments. 
Your  comments  are  important  to  us,  in  that  they  will  help  us  to  identify  potential  issues 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposal.  We  will  also  send  you  the  Draft  EIS  upon  its 
release,  which  is  anticipated  in  early  2014.  We  will  continue  to  send  you  updates  and 
information  related  to  this  action  unless  you  request  otherwise. 

The  NGB  previously  sent  you  a  letter  indicating  that  a  scoping  meeting  at  Forbes  ANGS 
w’as  to  be  held  fhursday,  .lunc  20,  201 3  at  both  2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m.  in  Topeka,  Kansas,  and 
invited  you  to  attend  this  informational  meeting.  This  letter  also  documented  that  the  formal 
scoping  period  was  May  17  through  July  5,  2013.  Notices  for  the  scoping  meeting  were  posted 
and  published  in  the  Topeka  Capital-Journal  on  June  9  and  June  16,  2013.  If  you  would  like  the 
NGB  to  consider  your  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  Draft  EIS,  please  forward  your  comments 
to  the  KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall,  3501 
Fetchet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157  or  email  to 
ang,env.comments@ang.af  mil  within  30  days  of  this  notification. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  please  contact  Ms.  Anne  Rowe. 
She  can  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636  or  anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  GS-13,  REM 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 
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Bureau  of  Environmental  Health 
1000  SW  Jackson  St.  Ste  330 
Topeka,  KS  66612-1365 


ansas 


Phone:  785-296-1560 
Fax:  785-296-0984 
BEH@kdheks.gov 


Robert  Moser,  MD,  Secretary 


Department  of  Health  &  Environment 


Sam  BrowTiback,  Governor 


October  16,  2013 


Robert  L.  Dogan,  GS-13,  REM 

National  Guard  Bureau 

Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5 1 57 

Dear  Mr.  Dogan; 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  letter  received  September  19,  2013  requesting  comments  regarding  the 
proposed  renovation  and  demolition  activities  for  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station,  in  Kansas.  This  letter 
concerns  asbestos-containing  materials  which  may  be  present  in  older  buildings. 

Many  of  these  older  structures  contain  building  materials  which  may  contain  asbestos.  Common 
building  materials  which  may  be  asbestos-containing  materials  (ACM)  that  are  found  in  older  public  and 
commercial  buildings  include  sprayed-on  acoustical  ceiling  plasters,  floor  coverings  such  as  vinyl  tile  and 
linoleum,  siding,  roof  shingles  and  associated  felts,  as  well  as  thermal  system  insulation  on  plumbing,  boilers 
and  steam  piping,  and  duct  work  of  heating  and  air-conditioning  equipment. 

As  asbestos  was  used  in  more  than  3600  different  building  materials,  it  is  important  to  identify  these 
materials  prior  to  the  start  of  the  renovation  or  demolition  activities.  To  determine  if  asbestos-containing 
materials  are  present  in  the  building,  an  inspection  for  asbestos-containing  materials  by  a  trained  and  accredited 
asbestos  inspector  is  required  by  federal  EPA  asbestos  control  regulations.  Enclosed  with  this  letter  is  a  listing 
of  firms  which  provide  asbestos-related  consultation  services,  including  accredited  inspections,  for  your 
consideration. 

Asbestos-containing  materials  (ACM)  are  divided  into  two  main  categories.  Non  friable  (hard) 
asbestos-containing  materials  are  not  easily  damaged  and  do  not  readily  release  airborne  asbestos  fibers.  Non 
friable  ACM  may  include  square  floor  tile,  asphaltic  roofing,  and  asbestos/cement  (A/C)  siding  and  shingles. 
These  materials  can  become  friable,  and  release  airborne  asbestos  fibers,  if  subjected  to  sanding,  grinding, 
sawing,  crushing,  or  pulverizing  to  a  powder. 

Friable  (soft)  asbestos-containing  materials  are  easily  damaged  and,  when  disturbed,  can  readily  release 
airborne  asbestos  fibers.  Friable  ACM  may  include  sprayed-on  acoustical  ceiling  plasters,  thermal  insulation  on 
heating  and  cooling  systems,  and  resilient  (no-wax)  linoleum.  If  friable  ACM  is  to  be  removed  or  disturbed  by 
the  renovation  and  demolition  activities,  they  must  be  removed  first  by  specially  trained  workers. 

In  Kansas,  the  removal  of  friable  (soft)  ACM  must  be  performed  by  a  Kansas  licensed  asbestos 
abatement  eontractor.  These  licensed  contractors  use  certified  asbestos  workers,  specialized  equipment,  and 
specific  work  procedures  to  remove  friable  ACM.  I  have  enclosed  a  current  listing  of  Kansas  licensed  asbestos 
abatement  contractors,  if  friable  ACM  is  to  be  removed  during  the  construction  activities  of  this  renovation  or 
demolition  project. 
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Written  notification  of  the  intent  to  demolish  public  or  commercial  building  or  structures  is  required 
under  the  EPA  asbestos  NESHAP  regulations  (40  CFR  Part  61.145).  A  Demolition  Notification  Form  must  be 
completed  for  each  building  or  affected  structure,  and  the  completed  form  sent  to  KDHE,  delivered  or 
postmarked  at  least  10  working  days  prior  to  the  start  of  demolition  activities.  Enclosed  is  the  Asbestos 
Demolition  Notification  Form  (ET-ASBIO)  for  reporting  intent  to  perform  demolition  for  your  use. 

If  you  have  any  additional  questions  regarding  asbestos  related  issues,  please  contact  me  at  (785)  296- 

1689. 

Sincerely, 

Scott  C.  Bangert  ' 

Environmental  Scientist 

Radiation  and  Asbestos  Control  Section 

Bureau  of  Environmental  Health 

SCB:dr 

Enclosures 
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ARCHITECTURAL/ENSINEERINe/CONSULTINe  FIRMS  OFFERING  CONSULTING  SERVICES  FOR  ASBESTOS 

ABATEMENT"* 

APRIL,  2013 


FRWE 

ADDRESS 

H 

ZIP 

PNOME  #“ 

“IW^EmOWs 

i  SAMPUKie 

MlOJEirT 

DESIGN 

— R5Z5TKT — 
MONITORING 

*ACM  Renwvol,  LLC 

5900  East  Central,  Suite  102 

Wichita 

KS 

67208 

316-218-3936 

VES 

VES 

VES 

ACT 

14953  W.  101"  Terrace 

Lenexa 

KS 

66215 

913-492-1337 

VES* 

VES 

VES 

Alfred  Benesch  it  Company 

3226  Kimball  Avenue 

A^onhotton 

KS 

66503-2157 

785-539-2202 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Allied  Environmental  Consultants, 
Inc. 

PO  Box  234 

Wichita 

KS 

67201-0234 

316-262-5698 

YES 

VES 

VES 

Americon  AAetropoliton 
Environmental,  Inc. 

2713  W.  Esthner  Avenue 

Wichita 

KS 

67213 

316-942-6323 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Apex  Environraentol  Consultonts, 
Inc. 

14955  W.  lOr  Terrace 

Lenexa 

KS 

66215 

913-338-2739 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Burns  &  McDonnell 

9400  Word  Parkway 

Kansas  City 

MO 

64114 

816-333-9400 

YES 

VES 

VES 

Dalrymple  Consulting,  Inc. 

7841  SW  12'*'  Street 

Topei^ 

KS 

66615-1406 

785-273-0345 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Enviromnentol  Technicol  Services 

7881 W  ISb"*  Street 

Overland  Parle 

KS 

66223-2947 

913-244-5706 

VES 

VES 

VES 

•Si  Environmental  Services 

215  S.  Laura 

Wichita 

KS 

67211 

316-264-7050 

VES 

YES 

VES 

IHI  Environmental 

3000  youngfield  St,  Ste  105 

Wheat  Ridge 

CO 

80235 

303-980-8749 

VES 

YES 

YES 

Kingston  Environmental  Services 
ISO  14001  CeHIfied,  NVLAP  it 
AIHA  Certified  Loborotory 

15450  Hangar  Rood 

Kansas  City 

MO 

64147 

816-524-8811 

VES* 

VES 

VES 

Milco  Environmental  Services. 

Inc. 

320  West  4*  Street 

Colby 

KS 

67701 

785-460-1956 

VES 

NO 

NO 

Milco  Environmentol  Services, 

Inc. 

109  East  2“'  Street 

McCook 

NE 

69001 

308-345-4741 

VES 

NO 

NO 

Neil  K  Miller  it  Associotes 

5900  East  Centrot,  Suite  102 

Wichito 

KS 

67208 

316-706-5152 

VES 

YES 

VES 

Parodigm  Group,  \JiC 

PO  Box  8200 

Wichito 

KS 

67208 

316-239-7097 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Precision  Testing  Laboratories 

3703  W.  Douglas 

Wichita 

KS 

67213 

316-265-0012 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Roth  Environmental  Consultants, 
Inc. 

6600  College  Blvd,  Suite  220 

Overland  Pork 

KS 

66211 

913-663-9920 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Terrocon 

13910  W.  96*  Terrace 

Lenexa 

KS 

66215 

913-492-7777 

VES 

VES 

VES 

Tried  Environmental  Services 

2000  E.  Atkinson 

PO  Box  1507 

Pittsburg 

KS 

66762 

620-231-5660 

VES 

NO 

NO 

Voc-U-Strip,  Inc. 

820‘B  Coronodo  Drive 

Hutchinson 

KS 

67502 

620-669-8791 

NO 

VES 

VES 

’■FIRMS  WITH  LAeOR/< TORIES  WHICH  ANALYZE  BULK  SAMPLES  FOR  THE  PRESENCE  OF  ASBESTOS 

THIS  LIST  WAS  COMPILED  BY  THE  KANSAS  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENT  TO  ASSIST  IN  THE  LOCATION  OF  FIRMS  WHICH  PROVIDE  ASBESTOS  CONSULTATION  AND  RELATED 
SERVICES  THIS  LIST  DOES  NOT  REPRESENT  AN  APPROVAL  OR  RECOMMENDATION  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  FIRMS  LISTED  OR  SERVICES  PROVIDED  NOR  DOES  THIS  LISTING  REPRESENT  A  COMPLETE 

OR  exausrvE  compilation  of  available  services 
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♦ACM  Removal,  IXC _ 

24/7  Enviro  Sokftioni,  Inc. _ 

Abatement  Systems,  Inc. 

Academy  Roofing  and  Sheet  Metal 

Advanced  Environmetital  Testing  d  Abotement,  Inc. 

Alamo  1 

ALM  Environmental  Services  &  Construction,  U.C 
Allstate  Environmentol  U.C 
American  Polkition  Control,  Corporation 
AMX  Veterans  Specialty  Services,  LLC 
Asbestos  hlandlers,  Inc. 

Associated  Insulation,  Inc. 

AT  Abatement  Services,  Inc. _ 

BAR  Insulation,  Inc. _ 

Belfor  Environmental,  Inc. 

Bockmonn,  Inc. 

Brond  Energy  Solutions,  ILC _ 

Brandenburg  Industrial  Service  Company 
Brock  Services,  LLC 
Building  Demolition  Services 

Cleorwoy  Environmentol  Svs _ 

Colorodo  Hozord  Control,  LLC _ 

Construction  ond  Abatement  Services,  Inc. 

Cornerstone  Services  group  LiC _ 

Enviro  Remediation 
Envirologicol  Engineering,  Inc. 

Environmental  Action,  Inc. 

Environmental  Assurance  Co.,  Inc. 

Environmental  Restoration,  U.C 

Envirotech,  Inc. _ 

ESA,  Inc. _ 

F  4  H  Abatement  Services.  Inc. 

Forefront  Environmentol  Services 


5900  East  Central,  Suite  102 


19312  E.  US  24  Highway  Independence 


PO  Box  773  Broken  Arrow 


16361  NE  14th  Street  |Des  Moines 


803  Ricker  Street 


10843  Gulf  dale 


1701  North  2nd  Street,  Suite  #9 


6304  E  109th  Terrace  Kansas  City 


401  W  Admiral  Doyle  Drive  Newlberio 


2351  W.  Northwest  Hwy.-Ste  2118  Dallas 


6920  Eost  Reading  Place  Tulsa 


701  Pecan  Circle  iMonhatton 


4915Stilwell  I  Kansas  City 


15001 W.  101st  Terroce  Lenexa 


5075  Koiomath  Street 


1420  Centerpark  Road 


1325  Cobb  International  Drive,  Suite  A-1 


12625  S  Loomis  Street  {Chicago 


10343  Sam  Houston  Pork  Drive,  Ste  200  Houston 


|1638  West  Street  Wichita 


|7920  Ward  Parkway  Kansas  City 


1775  W  55th  Avenue  Denver 


610  NW  Dunlop  Lees  Summit 


PO  Box  1268  Lancaster 


PO  Box  75323  Wichita 


2070  Peachtree  Industrial  Ct,  Ste  104  Atlanta 


PO  Box  1029  Jenks 


440  Hancock  Street  Indionopolis 


1666  Fobick  Drive  Fenton 


2737  Papin  St  Louis 


116  Soteway  Drive/PO  Box  1370  North  Sioux  City 


PO  Box  250/5003  E  61st  North  Kechi 


35508  E.  Howell  Rd  Oak  Srove 


74013-0773 


75220-8406 


74115-4637 


57049-1370 


316-684-1800 


816-252-0659 


918-251-2504 


515-964-2345 


319-287-4447 


210-404-1220 


660-890-8298 


816-214-6597 


337-365-7847 


214-353-8087 


918-836-5585 


785-776-0145 


816-242-0444 


913-492-1346 


303-425-7526 


402-423-6631 


678-285-1408 


312-326-5800 


281-807-8200 


316-214-0905 


816-802-8480 


303-410-4941 


816-524-3233 


717-399-5122 


316-772-7235 


770-455-0391 


918-298-4083 


317-636-8500 


636-227-7477 


314-865-1293  ext  17 


605-232-4554 


316-264-2208 


816-918-3757 
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Joplin 


Houston 


Sprin9field 


Keomey 


PoSodeno 


Rapid  City 


Englewood 


Shawnee 


Wiohita 


Woitaruso 


Kansas  City 


I  Birminghom 


Shawnee 


417-624-4444 


713-681-8486 


417-863-7254 


308-234-3350 


281-487-0595 


605-342-5634 


303-791-5563 


913-422-8001 


316-264-7050 


785-272-6884 


816-524-8811 


205-943-5711 


405-273-4800 


Blue  Springs 
Kansas  City 
Pensacola 
Carthoge 
St  Peters 
Houston 

Breo _ 

Kansas  City 
Ottowo 

Boise _ 

Olathe 

Lenexa 

Vallejo _ 

McPherson 

Export 

Wichita 

Kansas  City 

Wichita 

Springfield 

Overland  Pork 


MO  64168 


K5  66067 


Ib  83711 


KS  66501-2226 


KS  66219 


CA  94590 


816-874-4006 

816-842-7023 

850-477-6437 

417-358-3599 

636-926-7800 

713- 991-7843 

714- 672-3500 
816-569-5256 
785-242-0904 
208-344-8668 
913-397-6181 
913-888-8600 
707-644-7455 


KS 

67460 

620-241-3592 

PA 

15632-8903 

724-325-3330 

KS 

67211-2438 

316-269-1549 

MO 

64129 

816-241-2221 

KS 

67226 

281-989-2690 

MO 

65802 

417-831-5052 

KS 

66202 

913-384-4943 

Final  -  June  2014 


Form  ET-ASBIO  (09/12) 
Page  1 


KANSAS  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENT 
ASBESTOS  DEMOLITION  NOTIFICATION  FORM 

SENEItAL  DsISTM/CnONS:  This  Asbestos  Demolition  Notificotion  Form  is  to  be  completed  and  submitted  before  a  building 
or  structure  is  to  be  demolished.  NOTE:  IF  THE  BUXLDIKI6  OR  STRUCTURE  CONTAINS  FRIABLE  ASBESTOS- 
CONTAININE  MATERIALS,  THE  ASBESTOS  NOTIFICATION  FORM  (ET-ASB8)  MUST  BE  COMPLETED  AND 
SUBMITTED  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT.  THIS  ASBESTOS  DEMOLITION  FORM  WILL  NOT  BE  ACCEPTED  FOR 
RB>ORTZN6  THE  REiMOVAL  OF  FRIABLE  ASBESTOS-CONTAINDsIS  MATERIALS  FROM  BUILDIN6S  SCHEDULED  FOR 
DEAtOLinON.  This  form  is  to  be  received  by  the  Deportment  not  less  than  10  working  days  before  the  demolition  project  is 
scheduled  to  stort.  Any  notification  that  is  incomplete  or  any  notification  indicating  site  octivities  to  be  in  violation  of 
applicable  regulations  will  be  considered  an  invalid  notif  icotion. 

Separate  notificotions  must  be  provided  for  each  building  or  other  individual  facility  where  demolition  of  said  building  or 
facility  is  to  be  demolished.  Additional  copies  of  this  form  should  be  reproduced  os  needed. 

Under  most  circumstances,  the  removal  of  Category  I  nonfriable  asbestos-containing  moteriols  will  not  be  required  prior  to 
demolition  unless  the  building  is  to  be  burned  or  the  materials  are  considered  to  be  friable.  Cotegory  II  nonfriable  osbestos- 
containing  materials  must  be  removed  prior  to  demolition  if  the  materials  would  be  subject  to  crushing,  crumbling  or  pulverizing 
during  the  process  of  demolition  of  the  building  or  structure. 

Moil  the  original,  signed  and  completed  form  to:  KANSAS  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  QgVIRONMENT 

BUREAU  OF  BJVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH 
ASBESTOS  CONTROL  SECTION 
1000  SW  JACKSON,  SUITE  330 
TOPEKA,  KANSAS  66612-1365 
(785)  296-1560 

PART  A  AUTHENTICATION 

I  hereby  certify  that,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  understanding,  the  information  provided  is  complete,  true  and  correct. 

Pleose  type  or  PRINT  NAME  LEGIBLE _  Title _ 

Signature _  Dote _ 

Nome  of  Firm _ 

Telephone  No.  _( _ ) _ 

PARTS  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Building/Structure  Owner _ 

Owner  Address:  Street _ 


Citv 

State 

Zip 

Owner  Contact: 

Name 

Teleohone  No.  (  ) 

Building  Address: 

Present  Use; 

Street 

Citv 

Countv 

Past  Use: 

Age  of  Building: 

Building  Floor  Sooce;  (so  ft) 

No.  of  Floors: 

Scheduled  Demolition 

Start 

/  / 

Comoletion 

J  ^ 

Describe  how  building  will  be  demolished: 
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PARTC  INSPECTION  INFORMATION 


Form  ET-A5B10  (09/12) 
Page  2 


Was  an  inspection  for  asbestos  conducted  for  this  project? _ Yes  _  No 

If  yes,  provide  the  following  information: 

Inspector  Name _  Dote  Inspected _ 

Address _  City _ State 

Telephone  No.  _( _ ) _ 

Accreditation  by _  Exp.  Date _ 

Provide  method  used  to  detect  the  presence  of  asbestos  material,  including  analytical  methods: _ 


PART  D  DEMOLITION  CONTRACTOR  INFORMATION 

Contractor; 

Address; 

Citv:  State 

Zip. 

Contact; 

Telephone  No.  ( _ 

_ ) 

PART  E  IDENTIFIED  ASBESTOS  CONTAININ6  MATERIALS 

Nonfriable  Category  I:  S.f . 

l.f. 

c.  vd. 

Ntonfriable  Coteqory  II:  s.f. 

I.f. 

c.  vd. 

Friable  Asbestos  s.f. 

I.f. 

c.  vd. 

If  friable  osbestos-contoining  motcriols  ore  present  state  who  will  be  removing  the  material  ond  when  it  will  be  removed: 


If  nonfrioble  Category  II  asbestos-containing  materials  are  present,  briefly  state  the  work  practices  intended  to  be  used  to 
insure  these  materials  do  not  become  friable  (crushed,  crumbled,  or  pulverized): 


Is  building  or  structure  to  be  burned? _ Yes  _  No  If  yes,  attach  a  copy  of  the  required  opproval  letter 

from  KDHE.  NOTE:  All  asbestos-containing  materials  and  any  additional  materials,  os  required  by  the  Department,  must  be 
removed  prior  to  burning. 

Was  demolition  ordered  by  a  Local  Government  because  the  structure  is  structurally  unsafe  ond  in  danger  if  imminent  collapse? 
_  Yes  _  No  If  yes,  attach  copy  of  the  order 

PART  F  WASTE  DISPOSAL 

Disposal  Site: _ _ _ 

KDHE  Licensed  Municipal  Solid  Woste  (Sanitary)  or  Construction/Demolition  (CAD)  Landfill  Permit  Number _ 

Location:  City _ County _ State _ 

Waste  Transporter; _ _ _ _ _ 
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Division  of  Environment 
Curtis  State  Office  Building 
1000  SW  Jackson  St,  Suite  400 
Topeka.  K$  66012-1367 


ansas 


Phone:  785.296.1535 
Fax:  785.296,8464 
www.kdhek5.gov 


Robert  Moser,  MD,  Secretary 


Department  of  Health  &  Environment 


Sam  Brownback,  Governor 


Comments  by:  KDHE  Transmittal  Date:  October  16, 2013 

This  form  provides  notification  and  the  opportunity  for  your  agency  to  review  and  comments  on  this  proposed 
project  as  required  by  Executive  Order  12372.  Review  Agency,  please  complete  Parts  II  and  III  as  appropriate  and 
return  to  contact  person  listed  below.  Your  prompt  response  will  be  appreciated. 

Return  To:  Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager 

NBG/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Ave. 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

PART  I  REVIEW  AGENCIES/COMMISSION 

State  Forester 
Transportation 
Water  Office,  KS 
Wildlife  &  Parks 
Commerce 

PART  II  AGENCY  REVIEW  COMMENTS 

COMMENTS:  (Attach  additional  sheet  if  necessary)  Re:  KC-46A  and  MOB  2  location  at  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 
Please  see  the  enclosed  comments  submitted  by  Jacqueline  Grunau,  Bureau  of  Environmental  Remediation  and  Don  Carlson, 
Bureau  of  Water.  Scott  Bangert,  Asbestos  Section  will  be  sending  a  letter  regarding  asbestos  information.  Travis  Daneke  noted  that 
BER/Federal  Facilities  wrote  a  memo  dated  May  28, 2013,  which  outlined  the  sites  in  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project. 

PART  III 

RECOMMENDED  ACTION  COMMENTS: 

X  Clearance  of  the  project  should  be  granted.  _ Clearance  of  the  project  should  not  be  delayed  but  the 

Applicant  should  (in  the  final  application) 

_ Clearance  of  the  project  should  not  be  granted.  address  and  clarify  the  question  or  concerns  indicated 

above. 

_ Clearance  of  the  project  should  be  delayed  until  the 

issues  or  questions  above  have  been  clarified.  _ Request  the  opportunity  to  review  final  application 

„  o  „  n  j  •  •  prior  to  submission  to  the  federal  funding  agency. 

_ Request  a  State  Process  Recommendation  m 

concurrence  with  the  above  comments. 


_Aging 
Agriculture 
_Biological  Survey 
_Conservation  Commission 
_Corporation  Commission 


_ Education 

_ Geological  Survey,  KS 

X  Health  &  Environment 

_ Historical  Society 

_ Social  cSt  Rehabilitation 


DIVISIONS/  AGENCY/  COMMISSION 

—  uJ.  — - 

John  W.  Mitchell,  Director 
Division  of  Environment 


JWM/df 
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Bureau  of  Environmental  Remediation 
Curtis  State  Office  Building 
1000  SW  Jackson  St.,  Suite  410 
Topeka,  KS  66612-1367 


Robert  Mo.ser,  MD,  Secretary 


ansas 


Department  of  Health  and  Environment 


phone:  785-296-1682 
fax:  785-296-4823 
jgrunau@kdheks.gov 
www.kdheks.gov 

Sam  Brownback,  Governor 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Donna  Fisher 

FROM:  Jacqueline  Grunau 

DATE:  September  30,  2013 

RE:  Intergovernmental  Agency  Review  requested  by  the  National  Guard  Bureau  in  regards  to  the 

potential  Beddown  Location  at  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  in  Topeka,  Kansas 


The  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment  (KDHE),  Bureau  of  Environmental  Remediation 
(BER),  Assessment  and  Restoration  Section,  Superfund  and  Drycleaner  Remediation  Unit  has  identified  one  (1) 
known  contaminated  drycleaner  facility  within  about  three  (3)  miles  of  the  proposed  project. 


Site  Name 

Address 

Site  ID 

Yong’s  Cleaners 

3601  SW  Topeka  Blvd. 

C4-089-70730 

Staff  member(s)  from  the  National  Guard  Bureau  are  welcome  to  come  and  view  the  KDHE-BER  files 
in  accordance  with  the  Kansas  Open  Records  Act.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  by  telephone  at 
(785)  296-1682  or  by  e-mail  atjgrunau@kdheks.gov. 
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Division  of  Environment 
Curtis  State  Office  Building 
1000  SW  Jackson  St.,  Suite  400 
Topeka.  KS  66612-1367 


ansas 


Phone:  785.296.1535 
Fax:  785.296.8464 
vvww.kdheks.gov 


Robert  Moser,  MD,  Secretary 


Department  of  Health  &  Environment 


Sam  Brownback,  Governor 


October  16,  2013 
Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager 
NBG/A7AM 
Shepperd  Hill 
3501  FetehetAve. 

Joint  Base  Andrrew,  MD  20762-5157 

Re:  Proposed  Action  KC-46  Bedown  at  Air  National 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

Please  see  the  following  eomments  submitted  by  Don  Carlson,  Bureau  of  Water. 

I  have  no  objection  to  the  proposal  but  offer  the  following  comment  for  review  and  consideration: 

Any  construction  activity  which  disturbs  one  acre  or  more  is  required  to  file  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  application  for  stormwater  runoff  resulting  from  construction  activities. 
The  project  owner  (party  responsible  for  the  project)  must  obtain  authorization  from  KDHE  to  discharge 
stormwater  runoff  associated  with  construction  activities  prior  to  commencing  construction. 

The  Kansas  construction  stormwater  general  permit,  a  Notice  of  Intent  (application  form),  a  frequently 
asked  questions  file  and  supplemental  materials  are  on-line  on  the  KDHE  Stormwater  Program  webpage  at 
www.kdhe.state.ks.us/stormwater.  Answers  to  questions  regarding  or  additional  information  concerning 
construction  stormwater  permitting  requirements  can  be  obtained  by  calling  785.296.5549. 


Donna  Fisher 
Director’s  Office 


DC/df 
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The  sample  IICEP  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Eric  Davis,  U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service,  New  Jersey  Ecological  Services  Eield  Office,  927  N  Main  St,  Bldg  D, 
Pleas antville,  NJ  08232 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  2,  290  Broadway,  New  York,  NY  10007-1866,  Richard  Shaw, 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  New  Jersey  State  Office,  220  Davidson  Ave,  4th  Eloor,  Somerset,  NJ 
08873 

Paul  Phifer,  Ph.D.,  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Region  5,  300  Westgate  Center  Dr,  Hadley,  MA  01035-9589 
Ruth  W.  Poster,  New  Jersey  Dept  of  Environmental  Protection,  Office  of  Permit  Coordination  and  Environmental 
Review,  401  E  State  St,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

New  Jersey  Division  of  Pish  and  Wildlife,  Endangered  and  Nongame  Species  Program,  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-0420 
Ernie  Deman,  New  Jersey  Pinelands  Commission,  15  Springfield  Rd,  New  Lisbon,  NJ  08064 
Burlington  County,  50  Rancocas  Rd,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 
Mary  Pat  Robbie,  Burlington  County,  PO  Box  6000,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 

Mark  Gould,  Nanticoke-Lenni-Lenape  Indians  of  New  Jersey,  18  E  Commerce  St,  PO  Box  544,  Bridgeton,  NJ 
08302 

Dwaine  Perry,  Ramapough  Mountain  Indians,  189  Stag  Hill  Rd,  Mahwah,  NJ  07430 

Crown  Prince  Emperor  El  Bey  Bagby  Pamunkey  Chief,  Powhattan-Renape  Nation,  Rankokus  Indian  Reservation, 
PO  Box  255,  Westampton  Township,  NJ  08073 

The  Honorable  Thomas  Harper,  Mayor  of  Wrightstown,  21  Saylors  Pond  Rd,  Wrightstown,  NJ  08562 
The  Honorable  Ronald  Prancioli,  Mayor  of  New  Hanover  Township,  1000  Route  10,  PO  Box  250,  Whippany,  NJ 
07981 

The  Honorable  Jim  Durr,  Mayor  of  North  Hanover  Township,  41  Schoolhouse  Rd,  Jacobstown,  NJ  08562 
The  Honorable  David  Patriarca,  Mayor  of  Pemberton  Township,  500  Pemberton-Browns  Mills  Rd,  Pemberton,  NJ 
08068-1539 

The  Honorable  Denis  McDaniel,  Mayor  of  Springfield  Township,  PO  Box  119,  Jobstown,  NJ  08041 
The  Honorable  Michael  Reina,  Mayor  of  Jackson  Township,  95  W  Veterans  Hwy,  Jackson,  NJ  08527 
The  Honorable  Mike  Pressola,  Mayor  of  Manchester  Township,  1  Colonial  Dr,  Manchester,  NJ  08759 
The  Honorable  David  Leutwyler,  Mayor  of  Plumsted  Township,  121  Evergreen  Rd,  New  Egypt,  NJ  08533 
The  Honorable  Prank  Lautenberg,  U.S.  Senate,  141  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Robert  Menendez,  U.S.  Senate,  528  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Jon  Runyun,  House  of  Representatives,  1239  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 
The  Honorable  Chris  Smith,  House  of  Representatives,  2373  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  DC 
20515 

The  Honorable  Chris  Christie,  Office  of  the  Governor,  PO  Box  001,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 
The  Honorable  Samuel  Thompson,  New  Jersey  Senate,  2501  Highway  516,  Ste  101,  Old  Bridge,  NJ  08857 
The  Honorable  Robert  Clifton,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  516  Route  33  West,  Bldg  2,  Ste  2,  Millstone,  NJ  08535 
The  Honorable  Ronald  Dancer,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  405  Rt  539,  Cream  Ridge,  NJ  08514 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
B 1  -22  Appendix  B  Interagency  and  Intergovernmental  Coordination  for  Environmental  Planning  (IICEP) 


Final  -  June  2014 


Sample  JB  MDL  IICEP  Letter 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM  16  Sep  13 


Environmental  Review  Coordinator 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  2 

290  Broadway 

New  York,  NY  10007-1866 

Dear  Sir/Madam 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (ElSs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  aircraft  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of 
these  actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and. 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  JB  MDL  in 
New  Jersey.  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  JB  MDL  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135.  As  a  result  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected 
installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and 
manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor 
required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or 
modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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Sample  JB  MDL  IICEP  Letter 


Page  2 

At  JB  MDL,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-I35  currently  based  at  the  installation. 
Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar  manner  as  is 
currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use 
of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and  preliminary  analysis 
indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  w'ould  be  similar  to  existing  noise  levels  wdth  the 
KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential 
effect  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction, 
demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur. 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1 969,  as  amended  (42 
United  States  Code  [USC]  4321  et  seq.),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  [CFR]  Parts  1 500-1508),  and  Air  Force  policy  and  procedures  (32  CFR  Part  989), 
the  NGB  is  preparing  an  EIS  in  support  of  this  action. 

Included  as  an  attachment  with  this  letter  is  a  CD  that  contains  the  first  two  chapters  of 
the  EIS:  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  action,  and  the  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  (DOPAA).  Wc  invite  you  to  review'  these  two  chapters  and  provide  comments. 

Your  comments  are  important  to  us,  in  that  they  will  help  us  to  identify  potential  issues 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposal.  We  will  also  send  you  the  Draft  EIS  upon  its 
release,  which  is  anticipated  in  early  2014.  We  will  continue  to  send  you  updates  and 
information  related  to  this  action  unless  you  request  otherwise. 

The  NGB  previously  sent  you  a  letter  indicating  that  a  scoping  meeting  at  JB  MDL  was 
to  be  held  Fuesday,  June  4,  2013  at  both  2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m.  in  New  Egypt,  New  Jersey,  and 
invited  you  to  attend  this  informational  meeting.  This  letter  also  documented  that  the  formal 
scoping  period  was  May  17  through  July  5,  2013.  Notices  for  the  scoping  meeting  were  posted 
and  published  in  the  Ashury  Park  Press  and  Btirlinglon  County  Times  on  May  26  and  June  2, 
2013.  If  you  would  like  the  NGB  to  consider  your  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  Draft  EIS, 
please  forward  your  comments  to  the  KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  1  lull,  3501  Fetehet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157  or 
email  to  ang.env,comments@ang.af  mil  within  30  days  of  this  notification. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  please  contact  Ms.  Anne  Rowe. 

She  can  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636  or  anne.rowe.ctr@ang.afmil. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  GS-13,  REM 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Popolizio,  Carlo  [mailtoicarlo  popolizio(S)fws.gov1 

Sent:  Friday,  September  27,  2013  10:03  AM 

To:  Rowe,  Anne  M  CTR  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM 

Subject:  National  Guard  Bureau  -  Draft  EIS  -  KC-46A  refueling  tanker 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

the  USFWS  -  New  Jersey  Field  Office  has  no  objection  to  selecting  Pease  ANGS 
as  the  preferred  alternative  for  bed -down  of  the  KC-46A  refueling  tanker. 

If  you  need  to  contact  this  office  for  further  coordination  on  this  project, 
please  refer  to  our  project  log  number  13-CPA-0303. 

Best  regards.  Carlo 


Carlo  Popolizio,  Biologist 
USFWS-NJFO 

927  N.  Main  Street,  Pleasantville  NJ  08232 
Phone:  (609)  383-3938  x  32 
Fax:  (609)  646-0352 

"Sell  your  cleverness  and  buy  bewilderment."  Rumi 
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Chris  Christie 
Governor 

Kim  Guadagno 
Ll  Governor 


of  ^E£a 

The  Pinelands  Commission 

PO  Box  359 

New  LrsBC^,  N)  08064 
(609)  894-7300 
^'^’w.nj.gov/pineiands 

General  Information:  Info@njpines.sute-nj.us 
Application  Specific  Information:  AppInfo@njpines.5cate.nj.us 


Mark  S.  Lohbauer 
Chairman 

Nancy  Wittenberg 
fijcecurive  Director 


September  30, 2013 


KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Re;  Application  #  1991-1 149.059 

Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 


Dear  Applicant: 

Thank  you  for  your  September  16,  201 3  letter  asking  that  the  Commission  submit  comments  regarding  a 
proposed  Environmental  Impact  Statement  related  to  the  potential  location  of  aerial  refiieling  aircraft  at 
Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JBMDL).  The  location  of  aircraft  at  JBMDL  would  not  require  the 
completion  of  an  application  with  the  Pinelands  Commission.  However,  the  submitted  letter  indicates 
that  the  location  of  the  aircraft  at  JBMDL  may  require  minor  construction,  renovation  and  demolition. 
Those  activities  may  require  the  completion  of  an  application  with  the  Pinelands  Commission. 


The  Pinelands  Comprehensive  Management  Plan  (CMP)  contains  many  land  use  and  environmental 
standards.  For  example,  the  land  use  standards  of  the  CMP  require  that,  where  feasible,  development  at 
military  and  federal  installations  be  located  in  that  portion  of  the  installation  located  within  the 
Pinelands  Protection  Area  and  avoid  the  Pinelands  Preservation  Area  District  and  Forest  Area.  Examples 
of  CMP  environmental  standards  include  a  prohibition  on  most  development  in  wetlands  and  a  required 
buffer  to  wetlands,  the  protection  of  threatened  and  endangered  plants  and  animals  and  stormwater 
management. 

To  discuss  these  standards,  you  may  wish  schedule  a  pre-application  conference  with  our  staff  During 
this  conference  we  can  discuss  the  proposed  development  and  advise  of  the  specific  standards  of  the 
CMP  that  appear  to  be  of  concern.  There  is  no  fee  required  for  a  pre-application  conference. 

Please  note  that  the  proposed  development  requires  the  completion  of  an  application  with  the 
Commission.  The  CMP  requires  an  application  review  fee.  Applications  filed  with  the  Pinelands 
Commission  may  not  be  reviewed  or  considered  complete  unless  the  application  review  fee  and 
supporting  documentation  required  by  the  CMP  (N.J.A.C.  7:50-1 .6)  have  been  submitted. 


For  your  convenience,  application  submissions  consisting  of  letter  or  legal  sized  documents  and 
electronically  notarized  application  forms  may  now  be  submitted  via  email  to 

ADplnfo@niDines.state.ni.us.  Large  reports,  plans,  checks,  and  items  that  have  a  manually  applied  seal 
(i.e.,  plans,  manually  notarized  items,  etc.)  must  still  be  submitted  as  hard  copies 


The  Pinelands  --  Our  Country’s  First  National  Reserve 
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SPRINGFIELD  TOWNSHIP 

2159  Jacksonville-Jobstown  Road 
P.O.  Box  119 

Jobstown,  New  Jersey  08041-01 19 
(609)  723-2464 
Fax  (609)  723-6591 


Clerk/ Land  Use  ext.  10 

Police  ext.  20 

Tax  Collector  ext.  14 

Tax  Assessor  ext.  19 

Conslructton/Zoning  ext.  21 
Manager  ext.  22 

Finance  ext,  11 


Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchct  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe, 

Please  accept  this  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Springfield  Township  Council  as  a  response  to  your 
correspondence  dated  September  16,  2013.  Springfield  Townshdp  Council  would  like  to  offer  its 
support  of  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  the  JB  MDL  and  further  offers  its  support  to  the 
National  Guard  as  well. 


After  review  of  your  correspondence  and  the  EIS  that  was  provided  to  the  Township,  Council 
agrees  that  there  will  be  no  further  environmental  impact  due  to  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  in 
place  of  the  KC-135  at  the  JB  MDL. 


Please  feel  free  to  contact  my  office  if  you  need  anything  further. 


Sincerely, 

a7 

Patricia  Clayton, 
Township  Clerk 
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BOB  MARTIN 
Commissioner 

KJMGUADAGNO 
Lt.  Governor 


^tate  of 

Department  of  Environmental  Protection 

CHRIS  CHRISTIE 
Governor 


Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

P.O.  Box  400 
Trenton.  NJ  08625-0400 
Dave  Chanda,  Director 


October  2 1 .  20 1 3 

Ms.  Anne  Rowe. 

KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager, 

NGB/A7AM. 

Shepperd  Hall. 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue. 

Joint  Base  Andrews.  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

The  NJ  Division  of  Fish  &  Wildlife  (DFW)  appreciates  the  opportuniw  to  provide  comment  for  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EIS's)  being  prepared  for  the  MOB  1/FTU 1  and  MOB  2  aircraft 
beddowns.  The  NJ  DFW  feels  that  the  proposed  facilitv  additions,  new  impervious  surface  areas  and 
changes  to  the  existing  fueling  infrastructure  shown  in  the  “Final  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  Environmental  Impact  Statement  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard 
Installations  Main  Operating  Base  2”  should  have  little  to  no  effect  on  the  known  nesting  area  of  the 
Upland  Sandpipers,  Grasshopper  Sparrows  and  Savannah  Sparrow  s  near  the  center  of  the  runw  av  s  at 
McGuire  AFB. 

In  the  EIS.  a  description  of  other  larger  aircraft  w  ith  similar  engines  using  the  same  runw  av  s  would  be 
helpful  in  dctcniiining  whether  or  not  the  replacement  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling  fleet  with  the 
KC-46A  would  have  any  effect  on  tlie  T&E  species  present. 

If  we  may  be  of  further  service,  please  contact  me  at  (908)  236-2118  or  by  Email  at 
kelly. davis'fl,dep. state. nj  us 


Sincerely, 


Kelly  Davis 

NJ  Division  of  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Office  of  Environmental  Review 


New  Jersey  is  an  Equal  Opportunity  Employer  i  Printed  on  Recycled  Paper  and  Recyclable 
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The  sample  IICEP  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1,  5  Post  Office  Square,  Ste.  100,  Boston,  MA  02109-3912 
U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service  Region  V,  300  Westgate  Center  Dr,  Hadley,  MA  01035 
New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  29  Hazen  Dr,  PO  Box  95,  Concord,  NH  03302 
New  Hampshire  Pish  and  Game  Department,  1 1  Hazen  Dr,  Concord,  NH  03301 
New  Hampshire  State  Port  Authority,  555  Market  St,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Transportation,  Bureau  of  Environment,  JOM  Building,  Room  160,  7  Hazen  Dr, 
Concord,  NH  03302 

New  Hampshire  Coastal  Program,  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  50  International  Dr,  Ste  200, 
Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

New  Hampshire  Office  of  Energy  and  Planning,  57  Regional  Dr,  Ste  3,  Concord,  NH  03301 
New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  Wetlands  Bureau,  PO  Box  95,  Concord,  NH  03302 
Town  of  Newington  Planning  Department,  205  Nimble  Hill  Rd,  Newington,  NH  03801 
Portsmouth  City  Hall,  Community  Development  Department,  1  Junkins  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
Pease  Development  Authority,  360  Corporate  Dr,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

The  Honorable  Kelly  Ayotte,  U.S.  Senate,  144  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Jeanne  Shaheen,  U.S.  Senate,  520  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Carol  Shea-Porter,  House  of  Representatives,  1530  Longworth  House  Office  Bldg,  Washington, 
DC  20515 

The  Honorable  Martha  Clark,  New  Hampshire  Senate,  State  House,  Room  115,  107  N  Main  St,  Concord,  NH 
03301 

The  Honorable  Joe  Scarlotto,  New  Hampshire  Representative,  130  Oxford  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801-4126 

The  Honorable  Eric  Spear,  Mayor  of  Portsmouth,  1  Junkins  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

The  Honorable  Maggie  Hassan,  Office  of  the  Governor,  State  House,  107  N  Main  St,  Concord,  NH  03301 
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Sample  Pease  ANGS  IICEP  Letter 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM  16  Sep  13 


U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1 
5  Post  Office  Square,  Ste.  1 00 
Boston.  MA  02109-3912 

Dear  Sir/Madam 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1 ),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  aircraft  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of 
these  actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and. 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Pease  ANGS 
in  New  Hampshire.  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated 
with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Pease  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135.  As  a  result  of 
the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected 
installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and 
manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor 
required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or 
modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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Sample  Pease  ANGS IICEP  Letter 
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At  Pease  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effeet  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  w'hcrc 
construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur. 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1 969,  as  amended  (42 
United  States  Code  [USC]  4321  et  seq.),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  [CFR]  Parts  1 500-1508),  and  Air  Force  policy  and  procedures  (32  CFR  Part  989), 
the  NGB  is  preparing  an  EIS  in  support  of  this  action. 

Included  as  an  attachment  wdth  this  letter  is  a  CD  that  contains  the  first  two  chapters  of 
the  EIS:  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  action,  and  the  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  (DOPAA).  Wc  invite  you  to  review'  these  two  chapters  and  provide  eomments. 
Your  comments  are  important  to  us,  in  that  they  will  help  us  to  identify  potential  issues 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposal.  We  will  also  send  you  the  Draft  EIS  upon  its 
release,  which  is  anticipated  in  early  2014.  We  will  continue  to  send  you  updates  and 
information  related  to  this  action  unless  you  request  otherwise. 

The  NGB  previously  sent  you  a  letter  indicating  that  a  scoping  meeting  at  Pease  ANGS 
w-as  to  be  held  fhursday,  .lunc  6.  201 3  at  both  2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m.  in  Portsmouth,  New 
Hampshire,  and  invited  you  to  attend  this  informational  meeting.  This  letter  also  documented 
that  the  formal  scoping  period  was  May  17  through  July  5,  2013.  Notices  for  the  scoping 
meeting  were  posted  and  published  in  the  Porlsmoulh  Herald  on  May  26  and  June  2,  2013.  If 
you  w'ould  like  the  NGB  to  consider  your  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  Draft  EIS,  please 
forward  your  comments  to  the  KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  I  lull,  3501  Hetchet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157  or 
email  to  ang.env,comments@ang.af  mil  within  30  days  of  this  notification. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  please  contact  Ms.  Anne  Rowe. 
She  can  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636  or  anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  GS-13,  REM 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 
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John  P.  Bohenko 
City  Manager 


CITY  OF  PORTSMOUTH 


City  Hall,  One  Junkins  Avenue 
Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  03801 
jpb@cityofportsmouth.com 
(603)  610-7201 


October  15,  2013 

Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

NGB/AZAM,  Sheppeid  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20162-5157 

Deal'  Ms.  Rowe: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  tire  Unites  States  Air  Force  effort  to 
replace  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling  fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  We  are  pleased  that 
the  US  Air  Force  has  identified  the  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  as  one  of  the  sites 
for  beddown  of  this  aircraft  in  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2)  EIS. 

Upon  review  of  this  document  with  my  staff,  this  action  has  the  effect  of  bringing  a  more 
modernized  tanker  fleet  and  airborne  refueling  teclinology  to  the  Pease  ANGS  and  with  it 
upgrades  and  renovations  to  the  Pease  facility,  where  these  aireraft  would  be  stationed 
under  this  alternative. 

By  way  of  this  letter,  I  would  like  to  extend  the  City’s  support  of  the  proposed  MOB-2 
beddown  by  an  Air  National  Guard  unit  here  in  Portsmouth  at  Pease.  It  is  our 
understanding  that  this  new  aircraft  will  provide  a  more  effective  and  versatile  tanker 
design  that  will  better  serve  the  current  fleet  of  aircraft  which  rely  on  airborne  refueling. 
The  City  of  Portsmouth  has  a  long  tradition  of  supporting  our  nation’s  military  and 
believes  the  changes  proposed  with  the  addition  of  the  KC-46A  will  continue  that  proud 
tradition. 

Please  let  me  know  if  you  have  any  questions  as  you  move  ahead  with  the  EIS  process 
and  if  you  require  any  additional  information,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  at 


c.:  Honorable  Mayor  Eric  Spear  and  City  Council  Members 
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The  State  of  New  Hampshire 

Department  of  Environmental  Services 


Thomas  S.  Burack,  Commissioner 


October  16,  2013 

Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 


RE;  NHDES  COMMENTS  -  DRAFT  CHAPTERS  1  &  2  -  NEPA  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (DEIS)  -  KC-46A  BEDDOWN  (MOB2)  - 
PEASE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  STATION  (ANGS),  PORTSMOUTH,  NEW 
HAMPSHIRE  -  SEPTEMBER  2013 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

The  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services  (DES)  has  completed  its 
review  of  the  subject  chapters  and  provides  the  enclosed  comments  for  your 
consideration.  The  initial  drafts  of  chapters  one  and  two  represented  the  focus  of  the 
agency’s  review.  Topics  addressed  included  storm  water  management,  aboveground 
petroleum  management  systems  and  air  emissions  modeling. 

DES  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  early  stages  of  the 
DEIS.  It  is  our  intent  to  continue  to  serve  as  a  partner  in  your  effort  to  evaluate  the 
Pease  ANGS  in  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  as  a  beddown  site  for  the  KC-46AS.  If 
there  are  questions,  please  contact  me  as  needed. 


Enc. 

Cc: 


Sincerely, 


Timothy  W.  Drew 
Administrator 

Public  Information  &  Permitting 
Office  of  the  Commissioner 


Thomas  S.  Burack,  Commissioner,  NH  DES 

Vicki  V.  Quiram,  Assistant  Commissioner,  NH  DES 

Harry  T.  Stewart,  Director,  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Michael  Wimsatt.  Director,  Waste  Management  Division,  NH  DES 

Craig  Wright,  Director,  Air  Resources  Division,  NH  DES 

Jeffrey  Andrews,  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Gregg  Comstock,  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Michael  Juranty,  Waste  Management  Division,  NH  DES 

Michael  Fitzgerald,  Air  Resources  Division,  NH  DES 

Thomas  P.  Ballestero,  Director,  Storm  Water  Center,  UNH,  Durham  NH 


DES  Web  site;  www.des.nh.gov 

P.O.  Box  95,  29  Hazen  Drive,  Concord,  New  Hampshire  03302-0095 
Telephone:  (603)  271-3503  •  Fax:  (603)  271-2867  •  TDD  Access:  Relay  NH  1-800-735-2964 
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new  HAMPSHIRE 
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Services 


DRAFT  CHAPTERS  1  &  2  -  NEPA  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  (DEIS)  -  KC-46A  BEDDOWN  (MOB2)  -  PEASE  AIR  NATIONAL 
GUARD  STATION  (ANGS),  PORTSMOUTH,  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  -  SEPTEMBER  2013 

NH  DES  COMMENTS 

October  16, 2013 


Comment  1.  Storm  Water  Management 

Based  on  the  figures  in  Table  2.3  (total  disturbance  1 17,173  square  feet  and  total  new  impervious 
surface  26,865  square  feet),  the  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS)  will  need  both  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA)  Construction  General  Permit 
(httD://des.nh.gov/or2anization/divisions/watcr/stormwater/construction.htm)  and  em  NH  DES 
Alteration  of  Terrain  Permit  ('http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/aot/pei'mit  aot.htm~). 
If  the  project  includes  construction  dewatering,  the  ANGS  may  also  need  either  the  Dewatering 
General  Permit  (DGP  -  see  http://www.eDa.gov/regionl/nt)des/dewatering.html’)  or  the 
Remediation  General  Permit  (RGP  -  see  http://www.epa.gov/regionl/npdes/rgp.html').  which  are 
typically  required  for  dewatering  groundwater  containing  contaminants.  ANGS  would  not  need 
to  address  U.S.  EPA  Municipal  Separate  Storm  Sewer  System  General  Permit  (MS4  GP) 
requirements  since  Newington  is  not  an  MS4,  but  would  need  to  meet  any  applicable 
requirements  in  the  Pease  Tradeport’s  individual  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  Permit  (NH0090000)  that  contains  conditions  on  several  storm  water  outfalls  (see 
attached  NPDES  Permit). 

This  additional  impervious  surface  will  create  the  potential  for  additional  pollutant  loads  to  be 
discharged  to  the  impaired  waters  in  the  vieinity,  including  Great  Bay.  NH  DES  suggests  that  the 
ANGS’s  goal  should  be  “hold  the  loads”  for  any  pollutants  for  which  nearby  waters  are 
impaired.  This  could  mean  deploying  structural  Best  Management  Practices  such  as  the 
University  of  New  Hampshire’s  subsurface  gravel  wetlands  or  a  bioretention  hybrid  (internal 
storage  volume).  If  this  is  considered  a  federal  site  or  constmction  project,  the  ANGS  would 
also  need  to  comply  with  the  storm  water  management  requirements  of  Section  438  of  the 
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Energy  Independence  and  Security  Act  (see  http://watei'.epa.gov/polwaste/nps/section438,cfni't. 
Information  on  subsurface  gravel  wetlands  can  be  found  in  the  LINH  Stormwater  Center’s  annual 
report  (see 

httD://unh.edu/unhsc/sites/unh.edu.unhsc/files/docs/UNHSC.20 12Report.l0.10.12.pdf)  or  by 
contacting  the  Center  (see  httD://www,unh.edu/unhsc/contact').  For  information  on  the 
bioretention  hybrids,  which  are  a  fairly  recent  design,  however  some  exist  presently  in  seacoast 
New  Hampshire,  contact  Dr.  Thomas  Ballestero  by  telephone  at  (603)  862-1405  or  by  email  at 
tom.ballestero@unh.edu. 

Comment  2.  Petroleum  Management 

The  proposed  project  for  modifying  the  refueling  hydrants  and  lines  would  be  regulated  by  the 
NH  DES  Aboveground  Storage  Tank  (AST)  Program 

(http://des.nh.eov/organization/divisions/waste/orcb/ocs/astp/index.htm3.  This  project  is  detailed 
on  page  2-32  “Project  #7”,  shown  on  page  2-33  of  the  DEIS,  and  discussed  at  the  top  of  page  2- 
36,  The  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard,  Civil  Engineering  Squadron,  is  aware  of  the  NH 
DES  AST  Program  requirements  and  has  been  in  preliminary  contact  with  Bob  Daniel  in  the 
Plan  Review  Subsection  to  discuss  the  scope  of  future  improvements.  The  AST  Program 
welcomes  the  proposed  modifications  that  would  add  interstitial  monitoring  and  secondary 
containment  to  the  hydrants  and  lines. 

Comment  3.  Air  Emissions  Analysis 

Based  on  the  NH  DES  Air  Resources  Division’s  (ARD)  review  of  the  above  referenced  project 
description,  we  concur  that  the  project  is  compatible  with  the  plans,  programs,  and  objectives  of 
ARD,  and  that  the  project  should  have  no  significant  environmental  impact  to  local  or  regional 
air  quality. 

ARD  conducted  modeling  to  determine  potential  air  emissions,  based  on  the  type  of  aircraft  to  be 
used  and  the  number  of  sorties  as  noted  in  the  description  of  the  proposed  action  using  the 
FAA’s  Emission  and  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (EDMS).  Results  are  shown  below: 


Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base 

Emissions  forKC-135  vs.  Proposed  KC-46AS 

Aircraft  Scenario 

KC-135R,  CFM56-2A  engines,  10,204  sorties 
KC-46A.  PW4062  engines.  12.799  sorties 
Difference 


Rockingham  county  total,  tons  per  year* 


Emissions  in  Tons  Per  Year 


CO 

NOx 

PM 

SOx 

voc 

259.9 

392.9 

4,2 

36.9 

21.1 

467.4 

359.1 

5J 

30.9 

139.9 

207.4 

-33.8 

1.4 

-6.1 

118.8 

50,578 

8,235 

8,458 

3,577 

7,939 
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%  change  in  Rockingham  county  emissions  with  KC-46A  0.41%  uAt'A  0.02%  0.  :/';',  1.50% 

aircraft  and  2,595  additionai  sorties 

Notes: 

1)  Emissions  were  estimated  with  EDMS  5. 1.4.1 

2)  A  Boeing  767-200ER  with  PW4Q62  engines  was  used  to  represent  the  KC--46A 

3)  A  sortie  was  considered  equai  to  a  compiete  ianding-takeoff  operation  (LTO) 

*  Nationai  Emissions  inventory  reporting  for  201 1 

As  shown,  emissions  for  oxides  of  nitrogen  and  sulfate  (NO^  and  SOx)  are  expected  to  decrease, 
while  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  particulate  matter  (PM)  and  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC) 
emission  will  increase.  However,  based  on  their  contribution  to  area-wide  emissions,  those 
originating  from  aircraft  are  not  expected  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  area  air  quality  or 
attainment  status. 

During  proposed  constmction  activities,  we  advise  that  appropriate  measures  be  taken  to  limit 
emissions  from  diesel  fueled  vehicles.  These  measures  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

o  Preventing,  abating  and  controlling  ftigitive  dust; 
o  Limiting  idling  of  construction  vehicles. 

Potential  traffic  related  impacts  due  to  construction  vehicles  will  be  evaluated  via  the 
Interagency  Consultation  Process  as  outlined  in  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act. 


### 
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AUTHORIZATION  TO  DISCHARGE  UNDER  THE 
NATIONAL  POLLUTANT  DISCHARGE  ELIMINATION  SYSTEM 

In  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water  Act,  as  amended,  (33  U.S.C. 
§§1251  et  sea,;  the  "CWA"), 

Pease  Development  Authority 

is  authorized  to  discharge  from  a  facility  located  at 

1 3  5  Corporate  Drive 
Portsmouth,  NH 

to  receiving  waters  named:  Piscataqua  River,  Hodgkins  Brook,  Flagstone  Creek,  McIntyre  Brook,  and 
Harvey’s  Creek,  (Hydrologic  Unit  code  01060003),  all  class  B  waters. 

in  accordance  with  effluent  limitations,  monitoring  requirements  and  other  conditions  set  forth  herein. 

This  permit  shall  become  effective  on  30  days  from  the  date  of  signature. 

This  permit  and  the  authorization  to  discharge  expire  at  midnight,  5  years  from  the  date  of 
issuance. 

i 

This  permit  supersedes  the  permit  issued  on  September  30, 1992. 

This  permit  consists  of  1 8  pages  in  Part  I  including  effluent  limitations,  monitoring 
requirements,  etc.,  Attachments  A  and  B,  (8  pages  and  1  page,  respectively);  Sludge  Compliance 
Guidance  (72  pages)  and  35  pages  in  Part  II  including  General  Conditions  and  Definitions. 


Office  of  Ecosystem  Protection 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Boston,  MA 
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A.  EFF!„UENT  LIMITATIONS  AND  MONnOPONG  REQUIREMBNTS 

EfSHSaLClHE3«en|tks  I 


Average 

Montfifv 


Average 


Mpi^itoring  ‘R.cqTiirement*; 


i*LU}miiv 

F1ow(MGD) 

300  Ibs/day  i 

■'■SS  300  ibs'&y  ^ 

pHj  I 

F«a:al  Oslifonrij,  ,  , 

Total  Chlorioe  ResidaaL 

Whole  Effluent  Toxicity 

LC50,s  ’  .  _ 

Amreoaia  Nitrogen  as  Nitrogen  (mgfl), 
Total  Recoverable  Ahitiiimim  (mgfl)j 
Total  EesoyeraNe  Cadmium  (mg/S), 
Total  Rccovcrabie  CbonAtm  (rngfl), 
Total  Recoverafcfe  Copper  (tn^;), 

Total  Recoverable  Hickei  <mg/l). 

Total  Recoverabiis  Lead  (mg/i), 

Total  Recoverable  Zme  (aigl}, 

Trichloroet'hylsnc  _ _  ^ 

Samples  shall  be  taken  aftef  treaanefit,  but  prior  to 

See  Page  3  for  expltnafion  pf  subscripts. 
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Daily 
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.Range  of  6.5  -  8,0  standard  Baits  (see  f.E.l.a) 
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Explanation  of  suliscripls  on  page  2 

(1)  •  The  effluent  flow  shall  be  continuously  measured  and  recorded  using  a  flow  meter  and  totalizer. 

(2)  -  State  certification  requirement, 

(3)  -  Fecal  Coliform  shall  be  tested  using  test  method  9222  D  or  9221  C  E  found  in  Standard  Methods  for 
the  Examinnlion  of  Water  and  Wastewater,  IS'*  or  sub.seniicnl  Hditionfsi.  as  approved  in  40  CFR  part  1 36, 
The  pemiittec  may  use  membrane  filtration,  9222  D,  in  lieu  of ,  the  Most  Probable  Number,  9221  C  E, 
after  it  has  been  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  NHDES-WD  that  method  9222  D  generates 
comparable  results,  as  per  detailed  in  Standard  Methods  9222  D, 

The  average  monthly  and  average  weekly  values  for  fecal  coliform  shall  be  determined  by  calculating  the 
geometric  mean  and  the  results  reported.  Not  more  than  1 0  percent  of  the  collected  samples  (over  a 
monthly  period)  shall  exceed  a  Most  Probable  Number  (MPN)  of  43  per  1 00  ml  for  a  5-tubc  decimal 
dilution  test.  Furthermore,  all  fecal  coliform  data  collected  must  be  submitted  with  the  monthly  Discharge 
Monitoring  Reports  (DMRs). 

(4)  Total  Chlorine  Residual  shall  be  measured  using  any  one  of  the  following  three  methods  listed  below; 

(a)  DPD  spectrophotometric  (colorimetric).  EPA  no  330.5  or  Standard  Method.s  [1 8*  or 
subsequent  cdition(s),  as  approved  in  40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  part  136],  no  4500- 
CIO. 

(fa)  DPD  titrimctric  (ferrous  titrimetric)  EPA  no.  330.4  or  Standard  Method.s  [1 8"'  or  subsequent 
edjtion(s),  as  approved  in  40  CFR  part  136],  no  4500-Cl  F. 

(c)  Amperomelric  titration.  EPA  no.  330.1  or  Standard  Methods  [18*''  or  subsequent  ediiion(s),  as 
approved  in  40  CFR  part  136],  no  4500-Cl  D,  or  ASTM  no.  01253-86(92). 

(5)  The  whole  effluent  toxicity  (WET)  sample  shall  be  taken  prior  to  mixing  with  the  efllluenl  from  any 
other  source  (the  Town  of  Newington).  The  permilttee  shall  conduct  48-hour  static  acute  toxicity  lest  on 
effluent  samples  using  two  species,  Mvsisopsis  bahia  and  Menidia  bervllina  following  the  protocol  in 
Attachment  A.  Toxicity  test  samples  shall  be  collected  and  test  completed  during  the  3  month  periods 
ending  June  30“  and  September  30“,  respectively,  each  year.  Toxicity  test  results  are  to  be  submitted  by 
the  1 S"*  day  of  the  month  following  the  end  of  the  quarter  sampled. 

This  permit  shall  be  modified,  or  alteraafively,  revoked  and  reissued  to  incorporate  additional  toxicity 
testing  requirements,  including  chemical  specific  limitations,  if  the  results  of  these  toxicity  tests  indicate 
the  discharge  causes  an  exceedance  of  any  state  water  quality  criterion.  Results  from  these  toxicity  tests 
are  considered  "new  information"  and  the  permit  may  be  modified  as  provided  in  40  CFR  §122, 62(a)(2). 

(6)  LC50  is  defined  as  the  concentration  of  wastewater  (effluent)  that  cause  mortality  to  50  percent  of  the 
test  organisms.  Tlie  "50  percent  or  greater"  limitation  is  defined  as  a  sample  which  is  composed  50%  or 
greater  effluent.  A  sample  composed  of  50%  or  greater  effluent  shall  cause  no  greater  than  a  50% 
mortality  rate  in  the  effluent  sample.  This  is  a  maximum  daily  limit. 

(7)  For  each  whole  effluent  toxicity  lest  the  permittee  shall  report  on  the  appropriate  Discharge  Monitoring 
Report  (DMR),  the  concentrations  of  the  following  pollutants:  Ammonia  Nitrogen  as  Nitrogen;  total 
recoverable  aluminum,  cadmium,  chromium,  copper,  lead,  nickel,  and  zinc  found  in  the  100  percent 
effluent  sample.  All  these  aforementioned  chemical  parameters  shall  be  determined  to  have  at  least  the 
minimum  quantification  level  shown  in  Attachment  A  on  page  A-7,  or  as  amended.  Also  the  permittee 
should  note  that  all  chemical  parameter  results  must  still  be  reported  in  the  appropriate  toxicity  report. 
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A.  EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS  AND  MONITORING  REQUIREMENTS  (CON'T.) 

2.  The  discharge  shall  not  cause  a  violation  of  the  water  quality  standards  of  the  receiving 
water. 

3.  The  discharge  shall  be  adequately  treated  to  insure  that  the  surface  water  remains  free 
from  pollutants  in  concentrations  or  combinations  that  settle  to  form  harmful  deposits, 
float  as  foam,  debris,  scum,  or  other  visible  pollutants.  It  shall  be  adequately  treated  to 
insure  that  the  surface  waters  remain  free  from  pollutants  which  produce  odor,  color, 
taste  or  turbidity  in  the  receiving  waters  which  is  not  naturally  occurring  and  would 
render  it  unsuitable  for  its  designated  uses. 

4.  The  permittee’s  treatment  facility  shall  maintain  a  minimum  of  85  percent  removal  of 
both  BODj  and  TSS.  The  percent  removal  shall  be  based  on  a  comparison  of  average 
monthly  influent  versus  effluent  concentrations. 

5.  When  the  effluent  discharged  for  a  period  of  90  consecutive  days  exceeds  80  percent  of 
the  1 .2  MOD  design  flow  (0.96  MOD),  the  permittee  shall  submit  to  the  permitting 
authorities  a  projection  of  loadings  up  to  the  time  when  the  design  capacity  of  the 
treatment  facility  will  be  reached,  and  a  program  for  maintaining  satisfactory  treatment 
levels  consistent  with  approved  water  quality  management  plans.  Before  the  design  flow 
will  be  reached,  or  whenever  treatment  necessary  to  achieve  permit  limits  cannot  be 
assured,  the  permittee  may  be  required  to  submit  plans  for  facility  improvements. 

6.  All  POTWs  must  provide  adequate  notice  to  both  EPA  and  New  Hampshire  Department 
of  Environmental  Services- Water  Division  (NHDES-WD)  of  the  following: 

a.  Any  new  introduction  of  pollutants  into  the  POTW  from  an  indirect  discharger 
in  a  primary  industrial  category(  see  40  CFR  §122  Appendix  A,  as  amended) 
discharging  process  water;  and 

b.  Any  substantial  change  in  the  volume  or  character  of  pollutants  being  introduced 
into  that  POTW  by  a  source  introducing  pollutants  into  the  treatment  works  at 
the  time  of  issuance  of  the  permit. 

c.  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  adequate  notice  shall  include  information  on: 
i.  The  quality  and  quantity  of  effluent  introduced  into  the  facility;  and 
ii  any  anticipated  impact  of  the  change  on  the  quantity  or  quality  of 

effluent  to  be  discharge  from  the  facility. 

7..  A  user  may  not  introduce  into  any  POTW  any  pollutant(s)  which  cause  pass  through  or 
interference.  The  terms  "user",  "pass  through"  and  "interference"  are  defined  in  40  CFR 
§  403.3. 
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8.  Within  90  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  permit,  the  permittee  shall  submit  to  EPA  and 
NHDES-WD  a  current  list  of  all  industries  discharging  industrial  waste  to  the  municipal 
wastewater  treatment  plant.  At  a  minimum,  the  list  shall  indicate  the  name  and  address 
of  each  industry,  along  with  the  following  information:  telephone  number;  contact 
person;  facility  description;  production  quantity;  products  manufactured;  industrial 
processes  used;  chemicals  used  in  processes;  existing  level  of  pretreatment;  and  list  of 
existing  discharge  permits. 

9.  Within  90  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  permit,  the  permittee  shall  submit  to  EPA  and 
NHDES-WD  a  copy  of  discharge  permit(s)  issued  to  each  industry  discharging  industrial 
waste  to  the  municipal  wastewater  treatment  plant.  At  a  minimum,  each  permit  shall 
contain  the  following;  effective  dates;  flow  and  applicable  pollutant  limits;  self 
monitoring,  reporting,  compliance  monitoring  and  inspection  provisions;  and 
enforcement  criteria.  In  addition,  the  permittee  shall  submit  to  EPA  and  NEGDES-WD  a 
copy  of  its  current  sewer  use  ordinance  and  a  copy  of  any  other  document  granting  legal 
authority  to  issue  permits  to  industries  discharging  industrial  waste  to  the  municipal 
wastewater  treatment  plant.  If  industrial  permitting  authority  does  not  exist  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  permit,  the  permittee  is  requested  to  submit  to  the  NHDES-WD  a 
proposed  plan  and  implementation  schedule  for  adopting  such  authority  and 
implementing  an  industrial  permitting  system.  The  permittee  shall  also  submit  to 
NHDES  and  EPA  a  copy  of  any  agreement  between  PDA  and  the  City  of  Portsmouth 
regarding  the  responsibility  for  the  operation  of  the  Industrial  Pretreatment  Program 

10.  The  permittee  shall  submit  to  EPA  and  NHDES-WD  the  name  of  any  Industrial  User 
(lU)  subject  to  Categorical  Pretreattnent  Standards  pursuant  to  40  CFR  §403.6  and  40 
CFR  Chapter  I,  Subchapter  N  (Parts  405-415;  417-436;  439-440;  443;  446-447;  454-455; 
457-461;  463-469;  and  471,  as  amended)  who  comniences  discharge  to  the  POTW 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  permit.  This  reporting  requirement  also  applies  to  any 
other  lU  that  discharges  an  average  of  25,000  gallons  per  day  or  more  of  process 
wastewater  in  the  POTW  (excluding  sanitary;  noncontact  cooling;  and  boiler  blowdown 
wastewater)  or  contributes  a  process  wastewater  which  makes  up  five  (5)  percent  or 
more  of  the  average  dry  weather  hydraulic  or  organic  capacity  of  the  POTW;  or  is 
designated  as  such  by  the  control  authority  as  defined  in  40  CFR  §403. 12(a)  on  the  basis 
that  the  industrial  user  has  a  reasonable  potential  for  adversely  affecting  the  POTW’s 
operation  or  for  violating  any  pretreatment  standard  or  requirement  (in  accordance  with 
40  CFR  §403.8(0(6)). 

11.  In  the  event  that  the  permittee  receives  reports  (baseline  monitoring  reports;  90-day 
compliance  reports;  periodic  reports  on  continued  compliance,  etc.)  From  users  subject 
to  Categorical  Pretreatment  Standards,  the  permittee  shall  forward  all  copies  of  these 
reports  within  ninety  (90)  days  of  their  receipt  to  EPA  and  NHDES-WD. 

12.  The  permittee  shall  not  discharge  into  the  receiving  water  any  pollutant  or  combination 
of  pollutants  in  toxic  amounts. 
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13.  The  permittee  shall  provide  a  copy  of  the  available  reports  on  the  effluent  concentration 
from  all  Groundwater  Treatment  Systems  to  the  sanitary  sewer.  If  the  concentrations  of 
the  pollutants  in  these  discharges  to  the  sanitary  sewer  are  less  than  the  Maximum 
Contaminant  Levels  required  by  the  Drinking  Water  regulations,  the  permittee  may 
certify  this  condition  in  writing  in  lieu  of  reporting  analytical  results, 

a.  Quarterly  reporting  shall  begin  within  90  days  following  the  effective  date  of 
this  permit  and  provide  the  most  current  results  available. 

b.  Estimates  of  the  average  monthly  flow  and  the  maximum  daily  flow  at  each 
groundwater  treatment  system  shall  be  reported  for  each  month. 

14,  All  existing  manufacturing,  commercial,  mining,  and  silvereultural  dischargers  must 
notify  the  Director  as  soon  as  they  know  or  have  reason  to  believe  (40  CFR§  122.42); 

a.  That  any  activity  has  occurred  or  will  occur  which  would  result  in  the  discharge 
of  any  toxic  pollutant  which  is  not  limited  in  the  permit,  if  that  discharge  will 
exceed  the  highest  of  the  following  "notification  levels": 

i.  One  hundred  micrograms  per  liter  (100  /rg/l); 

ii.  Two  hundred  micrograms  per  liter  (200  Aig/1)  for  acrolein  and 
aciylonitrilc;  five  hundred  micrograms  per  liter  (500  /^g/1)  for  2,4- 
dinitrophenol  and  for  2-methyl-4,6-dinilrophenol;  and  one  milligram  per 
liter  (  Img/I)  for  antimony; 

iii.  Five  (5)  times  the  maximum  concentration  value  reported  for  that 
pollutant  in  the  permit  application  in  accordance  with  40  CFR 
§122.21(g)(7);or 

iv.  Any  other  notification  level  established  by  the  Director  in  accordance 
with  40  CFR  §  122.44(f)  and  New  Hampshire  regulations. 

b.  That  any  activity  has  occurred  or  will  occur  which  would  result  in  the  discharge, 
on  a  non  routine  or  infrequent  basis  of  any  toxic  pollutant  which  is  not  limited  in 
the  permit,  if  that  discharge  will  exceed  the  highest  of  the  following  "notification 
levels": 

i.  Five  hundred  micrograms  per  liter  (500  /rg/1); 

ii.  One  milligram  per  liter  (1  mg/1)  for  antimony; 

iii.  Ten  (10)  times  the  maximum  concentration  value  reported  for  that 
pollutant  in  the  permit  application  in  accordance  with  40  CFR 
§122, 21(g)(7);  or 

iv.  Any  other  notification  level  established  by  the  Director  in  accordance 
with  40  CFR  §  122,44(f)  and  New  Hampshire  regulations, 

c.  That  they  have  begun  or  expect  to  begin  to  use  or  manufacture  as  an 

intermediate  of  final  product  or  byproduct  any  toxic  pollutant  which  was 
not  reported  in  the  permit  application, 

15.  This  permit  shall  be  modified,  or  alternatively,  revoked  and  reissued  to  include  effluent 
standards  or  limitation  on  any  pollutants  not  limited  in  the  permit  if  the  results  of  an 
ongoing  or  future  investigation  indicates  the  presence  of  any  toxic  pollutant  with  the 
reasonable  potential  to  cause  water  quality  violations. 
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B.  STORM  WATER  LIMITATIONS  AND  MONITORING  REQUIREMENTS 


1.  we  penod  begmnijig  on  the  effective  date  and  lasting  through  the  expiration  date,  permittee  is  authorized  to  discharge  from  outfall  001  (storm  water 

nmoff  fmm  mdost^  actt^)  to  Hodgfcjns  Brook.  Samples  shall  be  collected  demm  stream  from  the  confluence  of  the  two  streams  near  the  intersection  of  Rye  Street 
and  Rockjngham  Drive,  This  discharge  shall  be  limited  and  monitored  by  the  permittee  as  specified  below: 


Effluent  Characteristics 
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Monitoring  Ret 
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Weekly 
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— 

— —— 
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BOD  (mgfl) 

— 
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Grab, 

Volatile  Organics  Scan  (mgfr). 
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Grab; 

Polynuclear  Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons  (PAHs)  (iu;g/i)4 

— 

— 
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Grab] 

pH 

Range  of  6,5 

-  d.O  standard  units 

Monthly, 

Grabs 

Oil  &  Grease  (mg/i). 

__ 

10 

Monthly, 

Grabs 

Surfactants  (mg/1) 

0J2 

— - 

Monthly, 

Grabs 

Total  Recoverable  Iron  (mg/l) 

— 

— 

Report 

Monthly, 

Grabs 

Total  Recoverable  Lead  (mg/l) 

— 

Report 

Monthly, 

Grabs 

Trichloroethylene  (mg/I), 

— 

.... 

Report 

1/quarter 

Grabs 

There  shall  be  no  discharge  of  floating  solids  or  vtstbk  foam. 
See  page  11  for  explanation  of  subscripts 
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Explanation  of  subscripts  on  pages  7  -  10 

(1)  If  a  sample  cannot  be  collected  due  to  adverse  weather  conditions,  the  permittee  shall  submit 
with  the  monthly  DMR  an  explanation  of  why  the  sample  could  not  be  collected.  Adverse 
conditions  that  may  prohibit  the  collection  of  samples  include  weather  conditions  that  create 
dangerous  conditions  for  personnel  (such  as  high  winds,  blizzard  conditions,  ice  storms  etc)  or 
otherwise  make  the  collection  of  a  sample  impractical. 

(2)  Grab  samples  shall  be  collected  from  a  discharge  resulting  from  a  precipitation  event  that  is 
greater  than  0.1  inches  in  magnitude  and  that  occurs  at  least  72  hours  from  the  previously 
measurable  precipitation  event.  The  grab  sample  should  be  taken  when  pollutant  concentrations 
in  the  storm  water  are  expected  to  be  at  a  maximum. 

(3)  Samples  for  the  Volatile  Organics  Scan  shall  be  taken  during  April  and  September.  Volatile 
Organics  are  listed  in  40  CFR  §122,  Appendix  D,  Table  II. 

(4)  The  sample  for  the  Polynuclear  Aromatic  Hydrocarbons  (PAHs)  shall  be  taken  concurrently 
with  that  for  the  Volatile  Organics  Scan.  Attachment  B  contains  a  list  of  PAHs  for  analysis. 

(5)  Oil  and  Grease  shall  be  tested  using  EPA  Method  1 664,  Revision  A.  This  method  was  newly 
approved  by  EPA  on  May  14,  1999,  and  became  effective  on  Jime  14,  1999,  for  inclusion  in  40 
CFR  part  136. 

(6)  Results  from  the  Volatile  Organics  Scan  for  trichloroethylene  may  be  used  to  satisfy  the 
trichloroethylene  sampling  for  two  of  the  four  required  sampling  events. 

(7)  At  least  two  of  the  sampling  events  each  year  shall  be  designed  to  occur  during  the 
application  of  deicing  materials.  These  events  shall  attempt  to  collect  a  sample  containing  the 
maximum  concentrations  of  deicing  agents  in  the  storm  water. 

(8)  The  permittee  shall  report  the  primary  deicing  chemical  on  the  DMR  and  shall  monitor  for 
that  chemical  when  deicing  occurs  at  the  facility.  The  permittee  shall  also  report  when  the 
deicing  materials  are  not  used. 
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B.  STORM  WATER  REQUIREMENTS  -  continued 

5.  The  permittee  shall  maintain  the  oil/water  separators  to  ensure  proper  operation.  This 

shall  include  controlling  the  storm  water  flow  rate  through  each  oil/water  separator  to  its 
maximum  design  flow  rate  by  installing  a  continuous  recording  flow  meter  and  manually 
controlling  the  flow  through  the  separator  within  180  days  after  the  permit’s  effective 
date.  Alternately,  the  permittee  may  request  in  writing  that  the  Regional  Administrator 
accept  substitution  of  an  alternative  method  of  control  for  the  continuous  recording 
device  within  1 80  days  after  the  permit’s  effective  date, 

a.  By  installing  a  flow  reduction  or  constriction  device  to  prevent  the  flow  through 
the  separator  from  ever  exceeding  its  maximum  design  flow  rate  or, 

b.  By  demonstrating  to  EPA-New  England  that  the  operation  procedures  are 
sufRciently  clear  and  rigid  such  that  the  operators  will  not  exceed  the  separator’s 
maximum  design  flow  rate  by  concurrently  draining  more  area(s)  into  the 
separator  than  prescribed  in  the  procedures  or; 

c.  By  any  other  means  of  control  that  prevents  the  flow  rate  from  exceeding  the 
maximum  design  flow  rater. 

In  addition,  the  permittee  shall  periodically  clean,  at  a  minimum  annually,  both  the 
sediment/residuals  (on  the  bottom  of  the  separator)  and  the  oil  layers  (on  the  top  of  the 
water  within  the  separator)  to  prevent  carryover  of  either  layer  in  the  effluent  discharged 
from  the  oil/water  separator.  More  frequent  cleaning  as  necessary  to  ensure  proper 
operation 

The  permittee  shall  continue  to  implement  the  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (S'WPPP) 
at  the  facility.  The  permittee  shall  maintain  a  SWPPP  which  includes  Best  Management 
Practices.  The  following  minimum  components  shall  be  addressed  in  the  plan. 

6.  The  SWPPP  shall  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  good  engineering  practice  and  shall 
identify  potential  sources  of  pollution  which  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  affect  the 
quality  of  storm  water  discharges  authorized  by  this  permit. 

7,  The  discharges  from  outfalls  001-004  shall  be  composed  entirely  of  storm  water.  The 
following  non-storm  water  discharges  are  authorized  by  this  permit  provided  they  are 
addressed  in  the  SWPPP:  fire  fighting  activities;  fire  hydrant  flushings;  potable  water 
sources  including  waterline  flushings;  drinking  fountain  water,  uncontaininated 
compressor  condensate;  irrigation  drainage;  lawn  watering;  routine  external  building 
washdown  that  does  not  use  detergents  or  other  compounds;  pavement  washwaters 
where  spills  or  leaks  of  toxic  or  hazardous  materials  have  occurred  (unless  all  spilled 
material  has  been  removed)  and  where  detergents  are  not  used;  air  conditioning 
condensates;  compressor  condensate;  uncontaminated  springs;  uncontaminated  ground 
water;  and  foundation  or  footing  drains  where  flows  are  not  contaminated  with  process 
materials  such  as  solvents. 

6.  The  SWPPP  shall  be  signed  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  Part  II  and  be 
retained  on  site. 
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9.  The  Director,  or  authorized  representative,  may  notify  the  permittee  at  any  time  that  the 
plan  does  not  meet  one  or  more  of  the  minimum  requirements  detailed  below.  Any 
notification  shall  identify  those  provisions  of  the  permit  that  are  not  being  met  by  the 
plan,  and  identify  which  provisions  of  the  plan  requires  modification  in  order  to  meet  the 
minimum  requirements  of  this  permit.  The  permittee  shall  make  the  required  changes 
within  30  days  of  a  notification  and  submit  to  EPA  and  NHDES  a  written  certification 
that  the  required  changes  have  been  made. 

10.  The  permittee  shall  amend  the  plan  whenever  there  is  a  change  in  design  construction, 
operation  or  maintenance,  that  has  a  significant  effect  on  the  potential  for  the  discharge 
of  pollutants  or  if  the  SWPPP  is  ineffective  in  eliminating  or  significantly  minimizing 
pollutants  from  the  sources  identified  in  the  SWPPP. 

1 1 .  The  SWPPP  shall  consider  the  following  components  as  a  minimum.  The  permittee  may 
use  the  EPA’s  Storm  Water  Multi-Sector  General  Permit  for  Industrial  Activities, 

Federal  Register  vol.  60,  no.  189,  Friday  September  29, 1995,  pgs  51215-51219  as 
guidance.  The  SWPPP  shall  contain  the  following  minimum  elements: 

a.  Pollution  Prevention  Team 

b.  Description  of  potential  pollutant  sources  including  information  on: 

i.  Drainage 

ii.  Inventory  of  exposed  materials 

iii.  Spills  and  leaks 

iv.  Sampling  data 

v.  Risk  identification  and  summary  of  potential  pollutant  sources 

c.  Description  of  storm  water  measures  and  controls  including: 

i.  Good  house  keeping 

ii.  Preventive  maintenance 

iii.  Spill  prevention  and  response  procedures 

iv.  Source  reduction 

V.  Management  of  runoff 

vi.  Inspections 

vii.  Pollution  prevention  training 

viii.  Record  keeping  and  internal  reporting  procedures 

ix.  Identification  of  non-storm  water  discharges 

X.  Sediment  and  erosion  control 

12.  Comprehensive  site  compliance  evaluation  shall  be  performed  annually.  The  evaluation 
shall  include  the  following: 

a.  Areas  contributing  to  storm  water  discharges  shall  be  inspected  visually  for 
evidence  of,  or  the  potential  for,  pollutants  to  enter  the  drainage  system. 

Structural  storm  water  management  measures  etc.  shall  be  evaluated  to  ensure 
proper  operation. 

b.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  evaluation,  the  SWPPP  shall  be  revised,  if 
appropriate,  within  2  weeks  of  the  evaluation  and  shall  provide  a  schedule  for 
timely  implementation  of  any  changes  to  the  plan. 

c.  A  report  of  the  results  of  the  evaluation  shall  be  made  and  retained  as  part  of  the 
SWPPP. 
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C,  SLUDGE  CONDITIONS 

1 .  The  permittee  shall  comply  with  all  existing  federal  (40  CFR  part  503)  and  state  (Env- 
Ws  800)  laws  and  regulations  that  apply  to  sewage  sludge  use  and  disposal  practices  and 
with  the  Clean  Water  Act  Section  405(d)  technical  standards. 

If  an  applicable  management  practice  or  numerical  limitation  for  pollutants  in  sewage 
sludge  more  stringent  than  existing  federal  and  state  regulations  is  promulgated  under 
section  40S(d)  of  the  CWA,  this  permit  shall  be  modified  or  revoked  and  reissued  to 
conform  to  the  promulgated  regulations. 

1.  The  permittee  shall  comply  with  the  more  stringent  of  either  the  state  or  federal  (40  CFR 
part  503)  requirements, 

3,  The  requirements  and  technical  standards  of  40  CFR  Part  503  apply  to  facilities  which 
perform  one  or  more  of  the  following  use  or  disposal  practices. 

a.  Land  application  -  the  use  of  sewage  sludge  to  conditions  or  fertilize  the  soil 

b.  Surface  disposal  -  the  placement  of  sewage  sludge  in  a  sludge  only  landfill. 

c.  Placement  of  sludge  in  a  municipal  solid  waste  landfill  (see  40  CFR  §503.4). 

d.  Sewage  sludge  incineration  in  a  sludge  incinerator. 

4.  The  40  CFR  part  503  conditions  do  not  apply  to  facilities  which  place  sludge  within  a 
municipal  solid  waste  landfill.  These  conditions  also  do  not  apply  to  facilities  which  do 
not  dispose  of  sewage  sludge  during  the  life  of  the  permit,  but  rather  treat  the  sludge 
(lagoons,  reed  beds);  or  are  otherwise  excluded  under  40  CFR  §503.6. 

5.  The  permittee  shall  use  and  comply  with  the  attached  Sludge  Compliance  Guidance 
document  to  determine  appropriate  conditions.  Appropriate  conditions  contain  the 
following  elements: 

Genera!  requirements 
Pollutant  limitations 

Operation  standards  (pathogen  reduction  requirements  and  vector  attraction 
reduction  requirements) 

Management  practices 
Record  keeping 
Monitoring 
Reporting 

Depending  on  the  quality  of  material  produced  by  a  facility  all  conditions  may  not  apply 
to  the  facility. 
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6.  The  permittee  shall  monitor  the  pollutant  concentrations;  pathogen  reduction;  and  vector 
attraction  reduction  at  the  following  frequency.  This  frequency  is  based  upon  the 
volume  of  sewage  sludge  generated  at  the  facility  in  dry  metric  tons  per  year. 


less  than  290  1/year 

290  to  less  than  1 ,500  1/quarter 

1 ,500  to  less  than  1 5,000  6/year 

15,000  or  more  1/month 


7.  The  permittee  shall  sample  the  sewage  sludge  using  the  procedures  detailed  in  40  CFR 
§503.8. 

8 .  The  permittee  shall  submit  an  annual  report  containing  the  information  specified  in  the 
Sludge  Compliance  Guidance  document.  Reports  are  due  annually  by  February  19"’. 
Reports  shall  be  submitted  to  the  addresses  contained  in  Section  D  of  the  permit. 
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D,  MONITORING  AND  REPORTING 

Monitoring  results  obtained  during  the  previous  month  shall  be  summarized  for  each 
month  and  reported  on  separate  Discharge  Monitoring  Form(s)  (DMRs)  postmarked  no 
later  than  the  1 5th  day  of  the  month  following  the  completed  period. 

A  signed  and  dated  original  DMRs  and  all  other  reports  required  herein,  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Director  at  the  following  address: 


U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Water  Technical  Unit  (SEW) 

P.O.Box  8127 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02114-8127 

Duplicate  signed  copies  of  all  reports  and  information  required  herein  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  State  of  New  Hampshire  at; 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services 
Water  Division 

Wastewater  Engineering  Bureau 
6  Hazen  Drive,  P.O.  Box  95 
Concord,  NH  03302-0095 
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E.  STATE  PERMIT  CONDITIONS 

I .  The  permittee  shall  comply  with  the  following  conditions  which  are  included  as  State 
Certification  requirements. 

a.  The  pH  range  of  6.5-8.0  Standard  Units  (S.U.)  must  be  achieved  in  the  final  effluent 
unless  the  permittee  can  demonstrate  to  NHDES-WD;  (1 )  that  the  range  should  be 
widened  due  to  naturally  occurring  conditions  in  the  receiving  water  or  (2)  that  the 
naturally  occurring  receiving  water  pH  is  not  significantly  altered  by  the  permittee's 
discharge.  The  .scope  of  any  demonstration  project  must  receive  prior  approval  from 
NHDES-WD.  In  no  case,  shall  the  above  procedure  result  in  pH  limits  outside  of  the 
range  of  6.0  to  9.0  S.U.,  which  is  the  federal  effluent  limitation  guideline  regulation  for 
pH  for  secondary  treatment  and  is  found  in  40  CFR  §133. 102(c). 


b.  Pursuant  to  State  Law  NH  RSA  485-A:  13  and  the  New  Hampshire  Code  of 
Administrative  Rules,  Env-Ws  706.08(b)  and  Env-Ws  904,08  the  following  submissions 
shall  be  made  to  the  NHDES-WD  by  a  municipality  proposing  to  accept  into  its  POTW 
(including  sewers  and  interceptors): 

(1)  A  ‘Sewer  Connection  Permit’  request  form  for; 

i.  Any  proposed  sewerage,  whether  public  or  private; 

ii.  Any  proposed  wastewater  coimection  or  other  discharge  in  excess  of  5,000 
gallons  per  day; 

iii.  Any  proposed  wastewater  connection  or  other  discharge  to  a  wastewater 
treatment  facility  operating  in  excess  of  80%  of  design  flow  capacity;  and 

iv.  Any  proposed  connection  or  other  discharge  of  industrial  wastewater, 
regardless  of  quality  or  quantity. 

(2)  An  ‘Industrial  Discharge  Permit  Request  Application’  for  any  new  or  increased 
loadings  of  industrial  waste,  as  defined  in  RSA  485-A:2,  VI. 

c.  The  permittee  shall  not  at  any  time,  either  alone  or  in  conjunction  with  any  person  or 
persons,  cause  directly  or  indirectly  the  discharge  of  waste  into  the  said  receiving  water 
unless  it  has  been  treated  in  such  a  manner  as  will  not  lower  the  legislated  water  quality 
classification  or  interfere  with  the  uses  assigned  to  said  water  by  the  New  Hampshire 
Legislature  (RSA  485-A:12). 

d.  Any  modifications  of  the  Permittee’s  Sewer-Use  Ordinance,  including  local  limitations 
on  pollutant  concentrations,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  NHDES-WD  for  approval  prior  to 
adoption  by  the  permittee. 

e.  Within  90  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  permit,  the  permittee  shall  submit  to 
NHDES-WD  a  copy  of  its  current  sewer-use  ordinance  and  a  copy  of  any  other 
document  granting  legal  authority  to  issue  permits  to  industries  discharging  industrial 
waste  to  the  municipal  wastewater  treatment  plant. 
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F.  SPECIAL  CONDITIONS 

1  Whole  Effluent  Toxicity  Test  Frequency  Adjustment 

The  penniftee  may  submit  a  written  request  to  the  EPA  requesting  a  reduction  in  the  frequency 
(to  not  less  than  once  per  year)  of  the  required  toxicity  testing.  This  request  may  be  made  after 
completion  of  a  minimum  of  four  successive  (4)  toxicity  tests  on  the  effluent.  All  of  the  tests 
must  be  valid  tests  and  must  demonstrate  compliance  with  the  permit  limits  for  whole  effluent 
toxicity.  The  permittee  must  continue  to  perform  the  testing  at  the  frequency  specified  in  the 
permit  until  written  notification  is  received  by  certified  mail  from  the  BPA  which  indicates  that 
the  whole  effluent  toxicity  testing  requirement  has  been  changed. 

2.  pH  Limit  Adjustment 

The  permittee  may  submit  a  written  request  to  EPA  requesting  a  change  in  the  permitted  pH 
range.  The  permittee  may  not  request  a  change  which  is  less  restrictive  than  6.0  to  9.0  standard 
units  range  found  in  the  National  Effluent  Limitation  Guideline  for  this  facility  (secondary 
treatment  regulations  at  40  CFR  part  133).  The  permittee’s  written  request  must  include  the 
State’s  approval  letter  containing  an  original  signature  (no  copies).  The  State’s  letter  shall  assert 
that  the  permittee  has  demonstrated  to  the  State’s  satisfaction  that  as  long  as  discharges  to  the 
receiving  water  from  a  specific  outfall  are  within  a  specific  numeric  pH  range,  the  naturally 
occurring  receiving  water  pH  will  be  unaltered.  The  letter  must  specify  for  each  outfall  the 
associated  numeric  pH  limit  range.  The  permittee  must  continue  to  meet  the  pH  limit  contained 
in  the  permit  until  written  notification  is  received  by  certified  mail  from  the  EPA  indicating  the 
pH  limit  has  been  changed. 
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The  sample  IICEP  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Carole  Copeyon,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Pennsylvania  Field  Office,  315  S  Allen  St,  Ste  322,  State  College, 
PA  16801 

Kathy  Frankel,  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural  Resources,  301  Fifth  Ave,  Ste  324, 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-2420 

Susan  McDonald,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Harrisburg  Airports  District  Office,  3905  Hartzdale  Dr,  Ste 
508,  Camp  Hill,  PA  17011 

Jeffrey  Ziegler,  Moon  Township  Administration  Office,  1000  Beaver  Grade  Rd,  Moon  Township,  PA  15108 
Christopher  Caruso,  Township  of  Findlay,  1271  Route  30,  PO  Box  W,  Clinton,  PA  15026 

Rich  Belotti,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  Fandside  Terminal,  4th  Floor  Mezzanine,  PO  Box  12370,  Pittsburgh, 
PA  15231-0370 

Craig  Peters,  911th  Air  Wing,  U.S.  Air  Force  Reserve,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  2475  Defense  Ave, 
Coraopolis,  PA  15108-2983 

Bud  Jameson,  Jr.,  316th  Expeditionary  Sustainment  Command,  99  Soldiers  Ln,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108-2550 
Scott  A.  Hans,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  2200  William  S.  Moorhead  Federal  Building,  1000  Liberty  Ave, 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-4186 

Barbara  Rudnick,  U.S.  EPA,  Region  3,  Office  of  Environmental  Programs  (3EA30),  Environmental  Assessment 
and  Innovation  Div,  1650  Arch  St,  Philadelphia,  PA  19103-2029 
Bradley  D.  Penrod,  Allegheny  County  Department  of  Aviation,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  PO  Box  12370, 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 

Sandra  Etzel,  Allegheny  County  Health  Department,  Air  Quality  Program,  301  39th  St,  Bldg  7,  Pittsburgh,  PA 
15201 

Lou  Sitio,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  North  Atlantic  Division,  302  General  Lee  Ave,  Brooklyn,  NY  1 1252 
The  Honorable  Robert  Casey,  Jr.,  U.S.  Senate,  393  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Patrick  Toomey,  U.S.  Senate,  502  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Matt  Smith,  Pennsylvania  Senate,  Senate  Box  203037,  Harrisburg,  PA  17120-3037 
The  Honorable  Mark  Mustio,  Pennsylvania  House  of  Representatives,  1009  Beaver  Grade  Rd,  Ste  220,  Moon 
Township,  PA  15108 

The  Honorable  Anthony  Celeste,  Mayor  of  Coraopolis,  1121  Third  Ave,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108 
The  Honorable  Tom  Corbett,  Office  of  the  Governor,  301  5th  Ave,  Rm  240,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222 
The  Honorable  Tim  Murphy,  House  of  Representatives,  2332  Rayburn  House  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC 
20515 
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Sample  Pittsburgh  ANGS  IICEP  Letter 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM  16  Sep  13 


Kathy  Frankel 

Natural  Resource  Program  Supervisor 

Pennsylvania  Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural  Resources 
301  Fifth  Ave,  Ste  324 
Pittsburgh.  PA  15222-2420 

Dear  Ms.  Frankel 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2).  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  aircraft  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of 
these  actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Peimsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Pittsburgh 
ANGS  in  Pennsylvania.  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC- 
135.  Asa  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at 
the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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Sample  Pittsburgh  ANGS  IICEP  Letter 


Page  2 


At  Pittsburgh  ANGS.  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  eurrcntly  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effeet  for  this  aetion  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  w'here 
eonstruction,  demolition,  and  renovation  aetivities  would  occur. 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1 969,  as  amended  (42 
United  States  Code  [USC]  4321  et  seq.),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  [CFR]  Parts  1 500-1508),  and  Air  Force  policy  and  procedures  (32  CFR  Part  989), 
the  NGB  is  preparing  an  EIS  in  support  of  this  action. 

Included  as  an  attachment  with  this  letter  is  a  CD  that  contains  the  first  two  chapters  of 
the  EIS:  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  action,  and  the  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  (DOHA A).  Wc  invite  you  to  review'  these  two  chapters  and  provide  comments. 
Your  comments  are  important  to  us,  in  that  they  will  help  us  to  identify  potential  issues 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposal.  We  will  also  send  you  the  Draft  EIS  upon  its 
release,  which  is  anticipated  in  early  2014.  We  will  continue  to  send  you  updates  and 
information  related  to  this  action  unless  you  request  otherwise. 

The  NGB  previously  sent  you  a  letter  indicating  that  a  scoping  meeting  at  Pittsburgh 
ANGS  was  to  be  held  fuesday.  ,lunc  4,  2013  at  both  2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m.  in  Moon  Township, 
Pennsylvania  and  invited  you  to  attend  this  informational  meeting.  This  letter  also  documented 
that  the  formal  scoping  period  was  May  17  through  July  5,  2013.  Notices  for  the  scoping 
meeting  were  posted  and  published  in  the  Tribune  RevieM’  on  May  26  and  June  2,  2013.  If  you 
w'ould  like  the  NGB  to  consider  your  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  Draft  EIS.  please  forward 
your  comments  to  the  KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at  NGB/A7AM, 
Shepperd  1  lall,  3501  Fetehet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MI)  20762-5157  or  email  to 
ang, env.comments@ang.af.mil  within  30  days  of  this  notification. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  please  contact  Ms.  Anne  Rowe. 
She  can  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636  or  anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  GS-13,  REM 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 
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TIM  MURPHY 

18TH  DlS5BfCr.  PtMNSYI.VAN:A 
COWMiTTfcE  ON  ENERGY  AND  CCMMERCe 

OveSSK-AMT  ANC  IWt 
£NVifiONMf»TI'  ANO  ECOM.'-*-*'- 
HrALTM 

(HotigrcBB  of  tl|£  Iriited  States 
1!ouj8£  of  Eeprcsentattucfl 
fflaatfington,  S(£  20515 

October  11,2013 

Lt.  Gen.  Stanley  Clarke 
Director 

U.S.  Air  Force  National  Guard  Bureau 
1000  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Lt.  Gen.  Clarke, 

As  the  National  Guard  Bureau  solicits  public  comment  pursuant  to  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  selection  of  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB-2)  for  the  KC- 
46A  refueling  tanker,  I  offer  my  input  on  the  advantages  of  the  I?!**  Pennsylvania  Air 
National  Guard  station  at  Pittsburgh  International  Airport.  As  it  is  located  in  the  18* 
congressional  district,  which  I  have  the  honor  of  representing  in  Congress,  I  have  long 
worked  on  issues  related  to  the  1 7 1  “  and  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  offer  my  insight. 

Choosing  the  171^’  as  the  MOB-2  for  the  KC-46A  will  not  result  in  a  negative  impact  on 
the  environment  for  a  number  of  reasons.  First,  the  land  surrounding  both  the  17i“  and 
the  airfield  has  already  been  prepared  for  development,  and  a  significant  buffer  zone 
exists  between  the  airport  and  residential  neighborhoods.  Since  the  installation  is  located 
within  one  of  the  fifty  busiest  commercial  airports  in  the  country,  flight  paths  for  the  KC- 
46A  are  already  in  place  to  minimize  noise  and  disruption.  As  well,  the  Air  Force  is 
unlikely  to  incur  any  significant  costs  related  to  land  acquisition  or  infrastructure  needs. 
The  Allegheny  County  .Airport  .Authority  is  reviewing  the  possibility  of  widening  T- 
ramps  to  accormnodate  larger  KC-46As  and  building  a  direct  access  road  between  the 
I7C‘  and  91 1'  Air  Reserve  Station,  which  has  additional  dining  and  lodging  facilities. 

At  the  federal,  state,  and  local  levels,  elected  officials  and  the  community  have  worked 
vigorously  to  build  a  favorable  climate  for  the  military  to  remain  and  thrive  in  the  region. 
Western  Pennsylvania  demonstrates  unrivaled  support  for  the  17!"'  and  our  nation’s  Air 
Force.  The  airport  property  is  now  home  to  several  military  installations  and  disaster 
response  units,  helping  to  facilitate  emergency  preparedness  operations  with  local  law- 
enforcement  and  joint-training  exercises  required  by  military  planners.  For  example,  the 
17h‘  w'orks  cooperatively  with  the  adjacent  .Air  Reserv'e  unit:  the  91 1'**  .Airlift  Wing.  The 
316'  Army  Reserve  is  also  located  on  airport  property  and  a  new  Navy  Operations  and 
Support  Center  is  under  construction  on  the  grounds  of  the  911*.  In  addition,  a  new 
DEC  .A  Contmissary  and  a  new  Post  Exchange  serving  tens  of  thousands  of  eligible  and 
retired  military  families  arc  opening  in  .May  2014.  These  projects  illirstrate  tliat  both 
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Lt.  Gen.  Stanley  Clarke 
October  11, 2013 
Page  2 

community  support  and  the  required  military  infrastructure  are  in  place  for  the  171*'  to 
serve  as  the  future  home  of  the  KC-46A. 

I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  discuss  further  with  you  why  the  1 71**  is  uniquely  situated 
to  serve  as  MOB-2,  and  stand  ready  to  provide  any  additional  information  to  assist  in 
your  decision-making  process. 

Thank  you  for  your  service  to  the  nation. 

Sincerely, 

Tim  Murphy  /  j 

Member  of  Congress  Cy 

TM:bdg 


CC:  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  National  Guard  Bureau 
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^  \  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

I  'S  REGION  III 

%  J  1 650  Arch  Street 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19103-2029 

October  31, 2013 


Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5 1 57 

RE:  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installation 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1 969  and  Section 
309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations  implementing 
NEPA  (40  CFR  1500-1508),  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
Description  of  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  (DOPAA)  for  the  Proposed  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at 
Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations.  EPA  has  comments  on  the  DOPAA  which  are 
enclosed  in  the  “Technical  Comment”  document. 

Thank  you  for  providing  EPA  with  the  opportunity  to  review  this  project.  If  you  need 
assistance  in  the  future,  the  staff  contact  for  this  project  is  Karen  DelGrosso;  she  can  be  reached 
at  215-814-2765. 


Sincerely, 


Barbara  Rudnlck 

NEPA  Team  Leader 

Office  of  Environmental  Programs 


Enclosure  (1) 
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Technical  Comments 

CHAPTER  1 

Page  1-3  slates,  “In  support  of  TFI  (total  force  integration),  an  active  duty  associate  unit 
would  be  integrated  with  ANG  personnel  and  equipment  under  any  of  the  action  alternatives, 
enabling  joint  training  and  execution  of  missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft.”  Please  explain 
what  this  means  as  it  relates  to  the  requirements  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Is  the  active  duty 
associate  unit  (and  all  that  it  involves)  included  in  the  Proposed  Action?  Will  the  active  duty 
associate  unit  require  more  staff/personnel,  resources,  etc.?  If  this  is  a  necessary  component  to 
the  Proposed  Action,  please  distinguish  and  describe  its  requirements  and  address  if  it  is 
accounted  for  and  included  in  the  environmental  analysis  at  each  of  the  proposed  sites. 

Page  1-5,  Table  1.3-1  (Comparison  of  KC-135  and  KC-46A)  indicates  3  crewmembers 
for  the  KC-46A.  However,  Fact  Sheet  #2  for  KC-46A  Tanker  (page  1-7)  states  that  the  aircrew 
compartment  includes  1 5  permanent  seats  for  aircrew  which  includes  permanent  seating  for  the 
Boom  Operator  and  an  air  refueling  instructor.  It  can  be  assumed  that  a  minimum  of  3 
crewmembers  are  necessary  for  each  operation,  but  more  crewmembers  can  participate  in  the 
operation.  To  better  understand  the  operation  and  military  personnel  needed/per  operation, 
please  specify  required  crewmembers  for  each  KC-46A  operation  and  the  possibility  of 
additional  crewmembers  that  may  likely  participate  in  each  operation. 

Page  1-8  states,  “KC-46A  aircrews  at  the  selected  MOB  2  installation  would  complete 
operational  sorties  as  part  of  their  global  reach  missions  and  local  training  sorties  to  maintain 
proficiency  in  the  aircraft.”  Can  it  be  assumed  then  that  the  number  of  sorties  would  be  different 
depending  on  the  alternative  site  location?  Please  confirm/explain. 

CHAPTER  2 

Page  2-3  states,  “Under  the  Proposed  Action,  the  12  PAA  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  670 
hours  per  aircraft,  per  year,  for  a  total  of  8,040  hours  annually.  Thus,  with  an  average  sortie 
duration  (ASD)  of  4.0  hours,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  fly  2,010  sorties  annually.”  When 
reviewing  the  tables  for  each  of  the  action  alternatives  (Tables  2.3-2, 2.3-8,  2.3-14,  2.3-19,  2.3- 
26  and  Tables  (2.3-3,  2.3-9,  2.3-15,  2.3-20,  2.3-27) ,  “operations”  not  “sorties”  are  measured  for 
comparing  site  locations.  In  addition,  the  “Total  Proposed  KC-46A  Annual  Airfield  Operations 
for  each  site  is  different.  Can  sorties  be  added  to  these  tables  or  used  in  additional  tables  since  it 
is  the  criteria  used  to  describe  the  KC-46A  Operations  as  stated  above  and  outlined  in  2. 1.2.4? 

Page  2-44  and  2-45:'  Please  mention  within  Chapter  2  and/or  discuss  in  detail  in 
subsequent  chapters  the  historical  significance  of  Hangar  302  and  Hangar  320  and  if/how  the 
additions  proposed  would  affect  hangars  if  found  to  be  historically  significant. 
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The  sample  IICEP  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Teresa  Spagna,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Huntington  District,  502  Eighth  St,  Huntington,  WV  25701-2070 
Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Lazarus  Government  Center,  50  W  Town  St,  Ste  700,  Columbus,  OH 
43215 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  5,  77  W  Jackson  Blvd,  Chicago,  IE  60604 
Mary  Knapp,  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service,  4625  Morse  Rd,  Ste  104,  Columbus,  OH  43230-8355 
Lee  Brown,  Eranklin  County  Economic  Development  &  Planning  Department,  150  S  Eront  St,  ESL  Ste  10, 
Columbus,  OH  43215 

Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway,  Columbus,  OH  43219 

Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Administrative  Offices,  7161  Second 
St,  Columbus,  OH  43217 

Dan  Garver,  Ohio  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service,  Pickaway  County,  Circle ville  Service  Center,  110 
Island  Rd,  Ste  D,  Circleville,  OH  43113-9575 
Ohio  Department  of  Health,  246  N  High  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Columbus  Health  Department,  240  Parsons  Ave,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Ohio  Department  of  Transportation,  District  6,  400  E  William  St,  Delaware,  OH  43015 
Pickaway  County  Office  of  Development  and  Planning,  1 24  W.  Eranklin  St,  Circleville,  OH  43113 
Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Geological  Survey,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  Cl,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Wildlife,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  G,  Columbus,  OH  43229-6693 
Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Soil  &  Water,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  B-3,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

John  Ankrom,  City  of  Circleville  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission,  104  E  Eranklin  St,  Circleville,  OH  43113 

Katie  Delaney,  Eederal  Aviation  Administration,  11677  S  Wayne  Rd,  Ste  107,  Romulus,  MI  48174 

The  Honorable  Sherrod  Brown,  U.S.  Senate,  713  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 

The  Honorable  Rob  Portman,  U.S.  Senate,  448  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 

The  Honorable  Steve  Stivers,  House  of  Representatives,  1022  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 

The  Honorable  Heather  Bishoff,  Ohio  House  of  Representatives,  77  S  High  St,  10th  El,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

The  Honorable  Kevin  Bacon,  Ohio  Senate,  1  Capitol  Square,  Ground  Eloor,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

The  Honorable  John  Kasich,  Office  of  the  Governor,  77  S  High  St,  30th  El,  Columbus,  OH  43215-6117 

The  Honorable  Michael  Coleman,  Mayor  of  Columbus,  City  Hall,  2nd  El,  90  W  Broad  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
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Sample  Rickenbacker  ANGS  IICEP  Letter 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM  16  Sep  13 


Teresa  Spagna 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Huntington  District 
502  Eighth  St 

Huntington.  WV  25701-2070 
Dear  Ms.  Spagna 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  aircraft  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of 
these  actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  in  Ohio.  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC- 
135.  Asa  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at 
the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas:  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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Sample  Rickcnbackcr  ANGS  IICEP  Letter 


Page  2 

Al  Rickcnbackcr  ANGS.  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effeet  for  this  aetion  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  w'here 
eonstruction,  demolition,  and  renovation  aetivities  would  occur. 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1 969,  as  amended  (42 
United  States  Code  [USC]  4321  et  seq.),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  [CFR]  Parts  1 500-1508),  and  Air  Force  policy  and  procedures  (32  CFR  Part  989), 
the  NGB  is  preparing  an  EIS  in  support  of  this  action. 

Included  as  an  attachment  with  this  letter  is  a  CD  that  contains  the  first  two  chapters  of 
the  EIS:  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  action,  and  the  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  (DOPAA).  Wc  invite  you  to  review'  these  two  chapters  and  provide  comments. 

Your  comments  are  important  to  us,  in  that  they  will  help  us  to  identify  potential  issues 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposal.  We  will  also  send  you  the  Draft  EIS  upon  its 
release,  which  is  anticipated  in  early  2014.  We  will  continue  to  send  you  updates  and 
information  related  to  this  action  unless  you  request  otherwise. 

The  NGB  previously  sent  you  a  letter  indicating  that  a  scoping  meeting  at  Rickenhacker 
ANGS  was  to  be  held  I  hursday,  June  6,  201 3  at  both  2-4  p.m.  and  6-9  p.m.  in  Columbus.  Ohio 
and  invited  you  to  attend  this  informational  meeting.  This  letter  also  documented  that  the  formal 
scoping  period  was  May  17  through  July  5,  2013.  Notices  for  the  scoping  meeting  were  posted 
and  published  in  the  Columbus  Dispatch  on  May  26  and  June  2,  2013.  If  you  would  like  the 
NGB  to  consider  your  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  Draft  EIS,  please  forward  your  comments 
to  the  KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall,  3501 
Fetehet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157  or  email  to 
ang,env.comments@ang.af  mil  within  30  days  of  this  notification. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  please  contact  Ms.  Anne  Rowe. 

She  can  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636  or  anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  GS-13,  REM 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Spagna,  Teresa  D  LRH  fmailto:Teresa.D.Spagna@usace.armv.mil1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  October  01,  2013  11:29  AM 
To:  AIMGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA COMMENTS 

Subject:  review  of  United  States  Air  Force  document  (UNCLASSIFIED) 

Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats:  NONE 

Ms.  Anna  Rowe 

National  Guard  Bureau/A7AM 

Sheppard  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

I  refer  to  the  document  titled  "Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Second  Main  Operating  Base 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations"  and  dated 
September  2013.  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  being  prepared 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the  potential  beddown 
of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  the 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS)  in  Ohio.  The  provided 
document  describes  the  United  States  Air  Force  purpose  and  need  for  the 
proposed  action  and  the  description  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 
You  have  requested  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  review 
the  provided  document  and  provide  comments. 

The  Corps  has  completed  its  review  of  the  provided  document.  The  EIS  should 
thoroughly  evaluate  the  effects  of  the  project  on  areas  within  the  Corps' 
regulatory  jurisdiction.  The  Corps'  authority  to  regulate  waters  of  the 
United  States  is  based,  in  part,  on  the  definitions  and  limits  of 
jurisdiction  contained  in  33  CFR  328  and  33  CFR  329.  Section  404  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  requires  that  a  Department  of  the  Army  permit  be  obtained 
prior  to  the  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  into  waters  of  the  United 
States,  including  wetlands.  Section  10  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of 
1899  requires  that  a  Department  of  the  Army  permit  be  obtained  for  any  work 
in,  on,  over  or  under  a  navigable  water.  If  is  determined  that  the  proposed 
action  would  result  in  the  discharge  of  dredged  and/or  fill  material  into 
waters  of  the  United  States  or  work  in,  on,  over  or  under  a  navigable  water. 
Corps'  authorization  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and/or  Section 
10  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  would  be  required.  In  this  regard, 
to  ensure  the  information  presented  in  EIS  is  adequate  to  fulfill  the  Corps' 
statutory  requirements,  including  the  requirements  of  404(b)(1)  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  and  the  Corps'  public  interest  review,  the  Corps  the  topics  listed 
in  Enclosure  1  should  be  scoped  and  evaluated  in  the  EIS. 
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Thank  you  for  allowing  the  Corps  to  provide  comments  on  the  provided 
document.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  United  States  Air  Force  as  a 
cooperating  agency  for  any  NEPA  document  where  Huntington  District  Corps  has 
jurisdiction  by  law.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  give  me  a  call  at 
304-399-5210  or  by  ema il  at  teresa.d.spagn3(5)usace.armv.mil. 

Sincerely, 


Teresa  D.  Spagna 
Regulatory  Project  Manager 
North  Branch 

Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats:  NONE 
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Enclosure  1 

1)  Aquatic  Resource  Iilentiticatioii.  Tlie  NEPA  docunients(s)  must  include  a  site-specific 
identification  of  all  aquatic  resources  within  the  proposed  project  areas,  including  any  aquatic 
resources  within  proposed  constniction,  builditig  renovation,  and  facility  demolition  areas. 
The  identification  should  include  a  description  of  any  streams,  open  water  features  and 
wetlands,  llie  identification  of  aquatic  resources  within  the  project  area  must  be  based  on 
field  observations  and  field  data.  The  identification  must  include  a  wetland  delineation  for 
each  site  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Corps"  1987  Wetland  Delineation  Manual  (87 
Manual)  and  any  applicable  Regional  Supplement  to  the  87  Manual.  Tliis  infonnation  would 
he  required  to  detemiine  the  effects  of  the  projects  on  aquatic  resources. 

2)  Avoidance  and  iniiiiniiziitiun.  A  fundamental  precept  of  the  Corps'  Regulatory  Progiam 
under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  .Act  is  that  the  discharge  of  dredged  and/or  fill  material 
into  waters  of  the  United  States  will  be  avoided  and  minimized,  where  it  is  practicable  to  do 
so.  l./nder  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  .Act.  only  the  least  environmentally  damaging 
practicable  alternative  would  receive  Corps  authorization.  .An  alternative  is  practicable  if  it  is 
available  and  capable  of  being  done  after  taking  into  consideration  cost,  logistics  and  existing 
technology  in  light  of  overall  project  purposes.  The  NEP.A  documenl(s)  should  evaluate  how 
the  projects  w  ere  designed  to  avoid  iuid  minimize  the  discharge  of  dredged  and/or  fill 
material  into  w'atcrs  of  the  United  States,  ’llie  alternatives  analysis  section  of  the  NEPA 
document(s)  should  analyze  on-site  avoidance  and  minimization  alternatives  and  avoidance 
and  minimization  alternatives  for  any  off-site  borrow,  spoil  and  mitigation  areas. 

3)  C'ompliance  with  the  404(b)(1)  Guitlelines.  The  Section  404(b)(1)  Guidelines  (Guidelines) 
are  the  substantive  criteria  used  in  evaluating  discharges  of  dredged  tmd.^or  fill  material  under 
Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  The  Guidelines  are  published  at  40  CPR  Part  230.  Ihe 
fundatnental  precept  of  the  Guidelines  is  that  discharges  of  dredged  and/or  fill  material  into 
waters  of  the  P,^nited  States,  including  wetlands,  should  not  occur  unless  it  can  be 
demonstrated  that  such  discharges,  either  individually  or  cumulatively,  w  ill  not  result  in 
unacceptable  adverse  effects  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem.  Subpart  R  of  the  Guidelines 
establishes  the  four  conditions  which  must  be  satisfied  in  order  to  make  a  finding  that  a 
proposed  dischiuge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  complies  with  Ihe  Guidelines.  Tliese 
conditions  generally  state: 

a.  No  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  shall  be  permitted  if  there  is  a  practicable 
alternative  to  the  proposed  discharge  which  would  have  less  adverse  impact  on  the 
aquatic  ecosystem,  so  long  as  the  alternative  does  not  have  other  significant  adverse 
environmental  consequences; 

b.  No  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  shall  be  permitted  if  it: 

i.  Causes  or  contributes,  after  consideration  of  disposal  site  dilution  and 
dispersion,  to  violations  of  any  applicable  State  water  quality  standard; 
Violates  any  applicable  toxic  effluent  standard  or  prohibition  under  section 
307  of  the  Act; 
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ii.  Jeopardizes  the  continued  existence  of  species  listed  as  endangered  or 
threatened  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  or  results 
in  likelihood  of  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  a  habitat  which  is 
detennined  bv  the  Secretary'  of  Interior  or  Commerce,  as  appropriate,  to  be  a 
critical  habitat  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1 973,  as  amended;  and 

iii.  Violates  any  requirement  imposed  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  protect 
any  marine  sanctuary  designated  under  title  111  of  the  Marine  Protection, 
Research,  and  Sanctuaiies  Act  of  1972; 

c.  No  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  shall  be  pennitted  which  will  cause  or 
contribute  to  significant  degradation  of  the  waters  of  the  United  States.  I  Tnder  these 
Guidelines,  effects  contributing  to  significant  degradation  consider  ed  individually  or 
collectively,  include: 

i.  Significant  adverse  effects  of  the  discharge  of  pollutants  on  human  health  or 
welfare,  including  but  not  limited  to  effects  on  municipal  water  supplies, 
plankton,  fish,  shellfish,  wildlife,  and  special  aquatic  sites; 

ii.  Significant  adverse  effects  of  the  discharge  of  pollutants  on  life  stages  of 
a([uatic  life  ;md  other  wildlife  dependent  on  aquatic  ecosystems,  including  the 
transfer,  concentration,  and  spread  of  pollutants  or  their  byproducts  outside  of 
the  disposal  site  through  biological,  physical  and  chemical  processes: 

iii.  Significant  adverse  effects  of  the  discharge  of  pollutants  on  aquatic  ecosystem 
diversity,  productivity,  and  stability.  Such  effects  may  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to.  loss  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  or  loss  of  the  capacity  of  a  w  etland 
to  assimilate  nutrients,  purify  water,  or  reduce  wave  energy;  or 

iv.  Significiuit  adverse  effects  of  disch;uge  of  pollutants  on  recreational,  aesthetic 
and  economic  values. 

Findings  of  significant  degradation  related  to  the  proposed  discharge  are  based  upon 
appropriate  factual  determinations,  evaluations,  and  tests  required  by  Subparts  D  and 
G  of  tlie  Guidelines,  after  consideration  of  subparts  C  through  F,  with  special 
emphasis  on  the  persistence  and  permanence  of  the  effects  outlined  in  those  subparts: 
and 

d.  No  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  shall  be  permitted  unless  appropriate  and 
practicable  steps  have  been  taken  which  wall  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  of 
the  discharge  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem. 

4)  torps  public  interest  review  factors.  The  Coips  must  evaluate  the  probable  impacts, 
including  cumulative  impacts,  of  the  proposed  activity  and  its  intended  use  on  the  public 
interest.  .Among  the  factors  that  must  be  evaluated  as  part  of  the  Corps'  public  interest 
review  include:  conservation,  economics,  aesthetics,  general  environmental  concerns, 
wetlands,  historic  properties,  fish  and  wildlife  values,  flood  hazards,  floodplains  values,  land 
use,  navigation,  shore  erosion  and  accretion,  recreation,  water  supply  and  conservation, 
energy  needs,  safety,  food  and  fiber  production,  mineral  needs,  water  quality,  considerations 
of  properly  ownership,  air  and  noise  impacts,  and,  in  general,  the  needs  and  welfare  of  the 
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people.  (Sec  33  CFR  320.4)  These  factors  should  be  scoped  and  evaluated  in  the  NEP.4 
document(s); 

5)  Effects  to  .Aquatic  Resources.  The  NF.PA  document(s)  should  quantify  the  anticipated 
impacts  to  vvatei's  of  the  1  Inited  States,  both  temporarv'  and  permanent,  resulting  from 
activities  witliiii  the  Corps  jiu'isdiction.  Waters  of  the  United  States  could  include:  perennial, 
intermittent  and  ephemeral  streams:  rivers;  lakes:  ponds;  and  wetlands.  For  rivers  and 
streams,  the  quantity  should  be  described  in  linear  feet  and  in  acreage.  For  wetlands,  this 
quantity  should  be  described  by  acreage.  The  NEPA  document(s)  should  also  describe  the 
wetland  classification  (e.g.  palustrine,  forested,  scrub-shrub  or  emergent).  Tlie  NEPA 
document  should  differentiate  between  pennanent  and  temporarv’  impacts  and  must  describe 
any  permanent  conversion  in  the  wetland  classification  (e.g.  palustrine  forested  to  palustrine 
emergent,  etc.); 

6)  Cumulative  and  Indirect  Effects.  The  cumulative  and  indirect  impacts  on  aquatic 
resources  resulting  from  the  projects  should  be  scoped  and  evaluated  in  the  NEP.A 
document(s); 

7)  Off-Site  Areas.  The  NEP.A  document(s)  should  include  an  analysis  of  the  environmental 
eflecls  to  any  off-site  borrow,  spoil  or  mitigation  areas; 

8)  Compliance  with  Other  Federal  Law's.  The  NEP.A  document(s)  should  document 
compliance  with: 

a.  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Pi-eseivation  Act  (NHPA).  The  NEP.A 
document(s)  must  describe  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  and  must 
describe  the  research  efforts  underttiken  to  identify  historic  properties  within  the 
project  areas,  including  any  olf-site  borrow,  spoil  and  mitigation  areas.  The  NEP.A 
document(s)  should  use  site-specific  collected  data  in  the  identification  of  historic 
properties  within  the  project  areas; 

b.  Section  7  of  the  F.ndangered  Species  .Act.  The  Corps  suggests  United  States  Air 
Force  contact  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Seiwice  for  a  list  of  federally'- 
prolected  species;  and 

c.  Section  401  of  the  Clean  Water  .Act.  The  NEP.A  docitmcnt(s)  must  describe 
compliance  with  Section  401  of  the  Clean  Water  .Act. 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Tebbe,  Sarah  fmailto:Sarah.Tebbel5)dnr.state.oh.us1 
Sent:  Wednesday,  October  02,  2013  5:03  PM 

To:  Rowe,  Anne  M  CTR  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM;  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  IMEPA  COMMENTS 
Cc:  Kessler,  John 

Subject:  KC-46A  MOB  2  Replacement  EIS  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
Hi  Anne, 


We  have  received  your  notification  and  have  no  further  comments  on  the 
proposed  action. 


Thanks, 


Sarah  Tebbe 
ODNR  office  of  REALM 
Phone:  614  265  6397 
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Table  B2-1.  Forbes  ANGS  Go vernment-to- Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

C  omment/F  ollow-Up 

Delaware  Nation 

Letter  Sent  to:  Tamara  Francis, 
THPO 

31064  US  Highway  281, 

Bldg.  100,  Anadarko,  OK 

73005 

Letter  Sent  to:  Kerry  Holton, 
President 

Delaware  Nation 

PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK 
73005 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on 
11/22/13  and  left 
message. 

Prairie  Band  of 
Potawatomi  Tribe 

Letter  Sent  to:  Steve  Ortiz, 
Chairperson 

Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi 
Tribe,  16281  Q  Rd,  Mayetta, 

KS  66509 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on 
11/22/13  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/4/14  and  left 
messages  with 
Chairman  and  THPO. 

Citizen  Potawatomi 

Nation 

Letter  Sent  to:  Kelli  Mosteller, 
THPO 

1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr, 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Letter  Sent  to:  John  Barrett, 
Chairman 

1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on 
11/22/13  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/3/14  and  left 
message. 

Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe 
of  Oklahoma 

Letter  Sent  to:  Glenna 

Wallace,  Chief 

12755  S  705  Rd,  Wyandotte, 

OK  74370 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on 
11/22/13  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/3/14  and  left 
message. 

Kaw  Nation 

Letter  Sent  to:  Guy  Munroe, 
Chairman 

Kaw  Nation,  Drawer  50,  Kaw 
City,  OK  74641 

Response  From:  Clint 

Halftown 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via  e-mail 

*Letters  and  written  correspondence  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  and  e-mails  in  an  effort  to  increase  accessibility  and 
encourage  communication  in  the  event  a  Trihe  would  have  any  concerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action  or  land  below  the  affected  or  proposed 
airspace  areas.  Additional  efforts  were  made  to  contact  non-responsive  tribes  without  success.  While  the  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship 
with  all  tribes  and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes,  Section  106  consultation  on 
the  KC-46A  MOB  2  proposed  alternatives  is  now  complete. 
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Table  B2-1.  Forbes  ANGS  Go vernment-to- Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

C  omment/F  ollow-Up 

Osage  Nation  of 
Oklahoma 

Letter  Sent  to:  Andrea  Hunter, 
THPO 

Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

627  Grandview,  Pawhuska,  OK 
74056 

Letter  Sent  to:  John  Redeagle, 
Principal  Chief 

PO  Box  779,  627  Grandview 
Pawhuska,  OK  74056 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on 
11/22/13  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/4/14  and  left 
message. 

Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe 
of  Oklahoma 

Letter  Sent  to:  George 

Blanchard 

2025  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr, 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Letter  Sent  to:  Henryetta  Ellis, 
THPO 

2025  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr, 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on 
11/22/13  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/3/14  and  left 
message. 

Wichita  and  Affiliated 
Tribes 

Letter  Sent  to:  Leslie 

Standing,  President 

PO  Box  729,  Anadarko,  OK 
73005 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 

_ I  Response  From:  Unknown _ | _ | _ | _ | _ 

*Letters  and  written  correspondence  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  and  e-mails  in  an  effort  to  increase  accessibility  and 
encourage  communication  in  the  event  a  Trihe  would  have  any  concerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action  or  land  below  the  affected  or  proposed 
airspace  areas.  Additional  efforts  were  made  to  contact  non-responsive  tribes  without  success.  While  the  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship 
with  all  tribes  and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes,  Section  106  consultation  on 
the  KC-46A  MOB  2  proposed  alternatives  is  now  complete. 
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Table  B2-2.  JB  MDL  Government-to-Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

C  omment/Follo  w-Up 

Delaware  Tribe  of 

Indians 

Letter  Sent  to  and  Response 
From:  Brice  Obermeyer, 

THPO 

Department  of  Sociology  and 
Anthropology,  Emporia  State 
University,  Roosevelt  Hall,  Rm 
212,  1200  Commercial  St, 
Emporia,  KS  66801 

Letter  Sent  to:  Paula 

Pechonick,  Chief 

170  NE  Barbara  St, 

Bartlesville,  OK  74006 

Letter  Sent  to:  Chester  Brooks, 
Trust  Board  Chairman 

170  NE  Barbara  St, 

Bartlesville,  OK  74006 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via  letter. 

Delaware  Nation 

Letter  Sent  to:  Tamara 

Erancis,  THPO 

31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg. 
100,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Letter  Sent  to:  Kerry  Holton, 
President 

PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK 
73005 

Response  Prom:  Unknown 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone 

Stockbridge-Munsee 

Community 

Letter  Sent  to  and  Response 
Prom:  Sherry  White,  THPO, 
N8476  Mo  He  Con  Nuck 

Road,  Bowler,  WI  54416 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via  e-mail. 

Table  B2-3.  Pease  ANGS  Government-to-Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

C  omment/Follow-Up 

Penobscot  Indian  Nation 

Letter  Sent  to:  Kirk  Erancis, 
Tribal  Chief 

12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian 

Island,  ME  04668 

Letter  Sent  to  and  Response 
Prom:  Bonnie  Newsom, 

THPO 

12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian 

Island,  ME  04468 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 
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Table  B2-4.  Pittsburgh  ANGS  Government-to-Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

C  omment/Follo  w-Up 

Cayuga  Nation  of  New 
York 

Letter  Sent  to:  Melinda 

Maybee,  Nation  Representative 
PO  Box  803,  Seneca  Falls,  NY 
13148 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via  E-mail. 

Onondaga  Nation  of 

New  York 

Letter  Sent  to:  Irving  Powless, 
Chief 

RRT#l,POBox319-B, 

Nedrow,  NY  13120 

Response  From:  Tribal  Section 
106  representative  (name 
unknown) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 

Tuscarora  Nation  of 

New  York 

Letter  Sent  to:  Leo  Henry, 

Chief 

2006  Mt  Hope  Rd,  Lewiston, 

NY  14092 

Response  From:  Mr.  Bryan 
Printup 

2006  Mt  Hope  Rd,  Lewiston, 

NY  14092 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via  letter. 

Seneca  Nation  of  Indians 

Letter  Sent  to:  Robert  Odawi 
Porter,  President 

12837  Rte.  438,  Irving,  NY 

14081 

Letter  Sent  to:  Lana  Watt, 
THPO 

90  Ohiyo  Way,  Salamanca,  NY 
14779 

Response  From:  Jay  Toth, 

Tribal  Archeologist 

90  OHLWAY 

Salamanca,  NY  14779 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via  e-mail. 

Tonawanda  Band  of 
Seneca 

Letter  Sent  to:  Roger  Hill, 

Chief 

7027  Meadville  Rd,  Basom, 

NY  14013 

Response  From:  Unknown 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 
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Table  B2-5.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  Government-to-Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

Comment/Follow-Up 

Shawnee  Tribe 

Letter  Sent  to;  Ron  Sparkman, 
Chief 

PO  Box  189,  Miami,  OK 

74355 

Letter  Sent  to;  Jodi  Hayes, 

Tribe  Administrator 

PO  Box  189,  Miami,  OK 

74355 

Response  From;  THPO  (name 
unknown) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 

Forest  County 

Potawatomi  Community 

Letter  Sent  to;  Harold  Frank, 
Chairman 

PO  Box  340,  Crandon,  WI 

54520 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  on  1/17/14 
and  telephoned  on 
1/17/14  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/3/14  and  left 
message. 

Hannahville  Indian 
Community 

Letter  Sent  to;  Kenneth 
Meshigaud,  Chairperson 

N14911  Hannahville  B1  Rd, 
Wilson,  MI  49896-9728 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  on  1/17/14 
and  telephoned  on 
1/17/14,  no  answer. 
Telephoned  on  4/3/14 
and  left  message. 

Miami  Tribe  of 

Oklahoma 

Letter  Sent  to;  George  Strack, 
THPO 

PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK 
74355-1326 

Letter  Sent  to;  Thomas 

Gamble,  Chairperson 

PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK 
74355-1326 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  on  1/17/14 
and  telephoned  on 
1/17/14  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/3/14  and  left 
message. 

Ottawa  Tribe  of 

Oklahoma 

Letter  Sent  to;  Ethel  aa 

Cooka,  Chief 

PO  Box  110,  Miami,  OK 

74355 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  on  1/17/14 
and  telephoned  on 
1/17/14,  no  answer. 
Telephoned  on  4/4/14 
and  left  message. 

Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians 
of  Oklahoma 

Letter  Sent  to;  John  Froman, 
Chief 

PO  Box  1527,  Miami,  OK 

74355 

Response  From;  Cynthia  Stacy 
Special  Projects  Manager 

1 18  S.  Eight  Tribes  Trail 

Miami,  OK  74355 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via  letter. 

*Letters  and  written  correspondence  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  and  e-mails  in  an  effort  to  increase  accessibility  and  encourage 
communication  in  the  event  a  Tribe  would  have  any  concerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action  or  land  below  the  affected  or  proposed  airspace  areas. 
Additional  efforts  were  made  to  contact  non-responsive  tribes  without  success.  While  the  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes 
and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes,  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A 
MOB  2  proposed  alternatives  is  now  complete. 
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Table  B2-5.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  Government-to-Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

Comment/Follow-Up 

Pokagon  Band  of 
Potawatomi  Indians 

Letter  Sent  to;  Matthew 

Wes  aw.  Chairman 

PO  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI 
49047 

Letter  Sent  to;  Marcus 
Winchester,  THPO 

PO  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI 
49047 

Response  From;  Unknown 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of 
Chippewa  Indians  of 

North  Dakota 

Letter  Sent  to;  Kade  Ferris, 
THPO 

PO  Box  900,  Belcourt,  ND 

58316 

Letter  Sent  to;  Merle  St. 

Claire,  Chairman 

PO  Box  900,  Belcourt,  ND 

58316 

Response  From;  Unknown 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 

Wyandotte  Nation 

Letter  Sent  to;  Billy  Friend, 
Chief 

64700  E  Highway  60, 
Wyandotte,  OK  74370 

Letter  Sent  to;  Sherri 

Clemons,  THPO 

64700  E  Highway  60, 
Wyandotte,  OK  74370 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  on  1/22/14 
and  telephoned  on 
1/17/14  and  left 
message.  Telephoned 
on  4/4/14  and  left 
message. 

Delaware  Nation 

Letter  Sent  to;  Tamara 

Erancis,  THPO 

31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg. 
100,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Letter  Sent  to;  Kerry  Holton, 
President 

PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK 
73005 

Response  Prom;  Unknown 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Consultation 
Completed  via 
telephone  call. 

*Letters  and  written  correspondence  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  and  e-mails  in  an  effort  to  increase  accessibility  and  encourage 
communication  in  the  event  a  Tribe  would  have  any  concerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action  or  land  below  the  affected  or  proposed  airspace  areas. 
Additional  efforts  were  made  to  contact  non-responsive  tribes  without  success.  While  the  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes 
and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes,  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A 
MOB  2  proposed  alternatives  is  now  complete. 
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Table  B2-5.  Rickenbacker  ANGS  Government-to-Government  Consultation 


Tribe 

Point  of  Contact(s) 

Consultation 
Letters  Sent 
(Yes/No) 

Response 

Received 

(Yes/No) 

Concurrence 

(Yes/No) 

Comment/Follow-Up 

Prairie  Band  of 
Potawatomi  Tribe 

Letter  Sent  to;  Steve  Ortiz, 
Chairperson 

16281  Q  Rd,  Mayetta,  KS 

66509 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on  1 1/22/13 
and  left  message. 
Telephoned  on  4/4/14 
and  left  messages  with 
Chairman  and  THPO. 

Citizen  Potawatomi 

Nation 

Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO 

1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr, 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 

John  Barrett,  Chairman 

1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr, 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on  1 1/22/13 
and  left  message. 

Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe 
of  Oklahoma 

Glenna  Wallace,  Chief 

12755  S  705  Rd,  Wyandotte, 

OK  74370 

Yes 

No 

N/A* 

E-mailed  tribe  on 
11/22/13  and 
telephoned  on  1 1/22/13 
and  left  message. 

*Letters  and  written  correspondence  to  Tribes  were  followed  up  with  telephone  calls  and  e-mails  in  an  effort  to  increase  accessibility  and  encourage 
communication  in  the  event  a  Trihe  would  have  any  concerns  regarding  the  Proposed  Action  or  land  below  the  affected  or  proposed  airspace  areas. 
Additional  efforts  were  made  to  contact  non-responsive  tribes  without  success.  While  the  NGB  and  the  USAF  values  its  relationship  with  all  tribes 
and  will  continue  to  consult  on  other  planning  efforts  or  matters  of  known  or  potential  interest  to  tribes.  Section  106  consultation  on  the  KC-46A 
MOB  2  proposed  alternatives  is  now  complete. 
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The  sample  tribal  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Tamara  Francis,  THPO,  Delaware  Nation,  31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg.  100,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 
Kerry  Holton,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-6157 


24  September  2013 

NGB/A7A 

Tamara  Francis 
THPO 

Delaware  Nation 
31064  US  Highway  281 
Bldg.  100 

Anadarko,  OK  73005 
Dear  Ms.  Francis 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1*),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also 
beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

Two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  are  being  prepared  for  the  MOB 
1/FTU,  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these  actions, 
this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Forbes 
ANGS  in  Kansas,  Rickenbacker  ANGS  in  Ohio,  and  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 
(Attachments  1, 2,  3).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated 
with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-1 35.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change 


’  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the 
selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required 
construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or  modified 
airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

At  Forbes  ANGS,  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  or  JB  MDL,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the 
KC-1 35  currently  based  at  the  installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in 
existing  airspace  in  a  similar  manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in 
operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground 
level  and  higher,  and  preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be 
similar  to  existing  noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau 
(NGB)  anticipates  the  areas  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portions 
of  the  installations  where  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur 
(Attachments  4,  5,  6). 

At  Forbes  ANGS,  construction  includes  options  for  some  of  the  facilities,  but  in  general 
there  would  be  an  addition  to  Hangar  662;  either  interior  modifications  or  an  addition  to  Hangar 
665;  internal  renovations  to  Building  679;  and  an  addition  and  demolition  of  fuel  hydrants  and 
associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron  (Attachment  4). 

At  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  construction  activities  would  include:  additions  and 
renovations  to  Hangar  885,  an  addition  to  Hangar  883,  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  888, 
modifications  to  the  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway,  and  addition  and  demolition  of  fuel  hydrants  and 
associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron  (Attachment  5). 

At  JB  MDL,  the  construction  activities  would  include  an  addition  to  Hangar  3333,  an 
addition  to  Hangar  3336,  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  3332,  construction  of  a  new  6,700 
square  foot  simulator  building  west  of  Building  3390,  modifications/additions  to  the  existing 
aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway,  and  the  addition  of  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines 
on  the  aircraft  parking  apron  (Attachment  6). 

The  Delaware  Nation  has  been  identified  as  potentially  having  historic  ties  to  these 
locations.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  (36 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Parts  800.2,  800.3,  and  800.4)  and  in  deference  to  Executive  Order 
13175,  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments,  the  190th  Air  Refueling 
Wing  (190  ARW),  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  (121  ARW),  and  the  108th  Wing  (108  WG) 
would  like  to  initiate  government-to-government  consultation  regarding  the  aircraft  beddown.  In 
May  2013,  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  a  public  participation  letter  was  sent  informing  various 
Tribes  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  locations  and  times  of  public  information  and  input 
meetings.  This  letter  reflects  an  initiation  of  the  NHPA  consultation  process  under  Section  106 
for  the  same  action. 
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The  190  ARW,  121  ARW,  and  108  WG  would  like  to  discuss  the  proposed  undertaking 
in  detail  with  you,  and  to  understand  and  consider  any  comments,  concerns,  and  suggestions  you 
may  have.  In  particular,  the  NGB  requests  your  input  as  to  the  status  of  any  traditional  resources 
or  historic  properties  that  may  be  located  in  or  near  the  proposed  APEs  for  this  undertaking  on 
any  of  these  three  installations  (see  attached  maps).  All  three  of  these  installations  have  been 
surveyed  for  archaeological  resources. 

At  Forbes  ANGS,  no  archaeological  resources  have  been  identified  (KS  ANG  2008).  At 
Rickenbacker  ANGS,  no  archaeological  resources  were  encountered  during  the  recent 
comprehensive  surveys  of  the  installation  (National  Guard  Bureau  [NGB]  2007,  NGB  2008, 
Snyder  2007).  However,  a  few  decades  previous  to  the  2008  inventory  during  excavations  for 
Building  91 1,  a  multi-component  site  (33FR2844)  was  uncovered.  Site  33FR2844  consisted  of  a 
historic  burial  and  a  prehistoric  lithic  scatter.  This  site  was  recommended  eligible  for  inclusion 
on  the  NRHP  when  it  was  discovered  in  1985  (121  ARW  2011).  This  site  is  the  only  known 
significant  archaeological  resource  present  within  the  boundaries  of  the  ANGS  and  it  is  well 
outside  the  proposed  APE  for  the  undertaking. 

At  JB  MDL,  no  archaeological  resources  have  been  identified  within  the  proposed  APE 
(Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  [HQ  AMC]  1995,  AMC  1996,  Holmes  1996,  Holmes  et 
al.  1997,  McGuire  AFB  2003,  Holmes  and  Goar  1998).  Three  historic  archaeological  sites  were 
recommended  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  These 
sites  are  all  well  outside  the  proposed  APE  for  this  undertaking. 

However,  within  the  proposed  APEs  at  each  of  the  three  installations  or  the  vicinity  of 
these  APEs,  there  may  be  other  cultural  resources,  including  traditional  resources,  known  to  the 
Delaware  Nation  that  would  need  to  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  proposed  undertaking. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  7),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release 
of  the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

Please  let  us  know  when  you  would  like  to  meet  to  discuss  the  aircraft  beddown  proposal 
and  your  expectations  on  how  we  will  accomplish  the  consultations.  You  may  contact  2d  Lt 
Jarrod  Brunkow,  Environmental  Manager  for  Forbes  ANGS,  at  (785)  861-4402  or 
jarTod.brunkow@ang.af.mil;  or  Roger  Jones,  Environmental  Manager  for  Rickenbacker  ANGS, 
at  (614)  492-41 10  or  roger.jones@ang.af  mil;  or  Lt  Robert  Mendez,  Environmental  Manager  for 
JB  MDL,  at  (609)  754-3718  or  robert.mendez@ang.af.mil  You  also  may  request  an  individual 
or  group  meeting  with  your  Tribe. 
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We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Delaware  Nation  in  the  NHPA  Section  106  and 
govemment-to-govemment  consultation  processes. 

Sincerely 

WILLIAM  P.  ALBRO,  P.E.,  GS-l  5 
Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission 
Support 

cc: 

2d  Lt  Jarrod  Brunkow,  KS  ANG 

Colonel  Ron  Krueger,  Wing  Commander 

Colonel  James  Jones,  121st  Wing  Commander,  OH  ANGS 

Mr.  Roger  Jones,  OH  ANGS 

Colonel  Kevin  Keehn,  108th  Wing  Commander,  JB  MDL 
Lt  Robert  Mendez,  JB  MDL 

Attachments: 

1 .  Vicinity  Map  of  Forbes  ANGS 

2.  Vicinity  Map  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS 

3.  Vicinity  Map  of  JB  MDL 

4.  Map  of  Forbes  ANGS  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

5.  Map  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

6.  Map  of  JB  MDL  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

7.  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

References: 

1 2 1  st  Air  Refueling  W ing  (121  ARW) 

2011  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  May  2011. 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC) 

1996  Inventory  of  Cold  War  Properties.  December  1 996. 

Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  (HQ  AMC) 

1 995  An  Archaeological  and  Historical  Resources  Inventory  of  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Jersey.  Prepared  by  Moeller,  K.L.,  D.A.  Walitschek,  M.  Greby,  and  J.F.  Hoffecker  of  the 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  for  McGuire  AFB. 
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Holmes,  Richard  D. 

1 996  Phase  II  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Sites  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County,  New 
Jersey.  April  1996.  Prepared  by  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 
and  Lyndhurst,  New  Jersey.  Prepared  for  US  Air  Force/ Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott 
Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

Holmes,  Richard  D.,  Toni  R.  Goar,  and  Katherine  J,  Roxlau 

1997  Phase  I  Archaeological  Survey  of  Areas  4100  and  4200  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Hanover  Township,  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey.  November  1997.  Prepared  by  TRC 
Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  New  York  District 
and  US  Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

Holmes,  Richard  D.  and  Toni  R.  Goar 

1 998  Phase  II  Site  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Site  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County, 
New  Jersey.  January  1998.  Prepared  by  TRC  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US 
Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott  Air  Force  Base. 

Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL) 

2013  Draft  Integrated  Cultural  Re.sources  Management  Plan.  87  CES/CEAN,  JB  MDL,  New 
Jersey .  J  anuary  2013. 

Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG) 

2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  and  Evaluation  Report  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 

Properties  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka,  Kansas.  Prepared  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 
and  Air  National  Guard,  National  Guard  Bureau.  June  2008. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 

2003  Final  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  Prepared  2003.  Updated  July 
2005. 

National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB) 

2007  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  12 1st  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 
Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  December  2007. 

2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 
Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  January  2008. 
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The  sample  tribal  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Steve  Ortiz,  Chairperson,  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Tribe,  16281  Q  Rd,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
John  Barrett,  Chairman,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
Glenna  Wallace,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  12755  S  705  Rd,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


24  September  2013 

NGB/A7A 

Steve  Ortiz 
Chairperson 

Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Tribe 
16281  QRd 
Mayetta,  KS  66509 

Dear  Chairperson  Ortiz 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1  *),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also 
beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

Two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  are  being  prepared  for  the  MOB 
1/FTU,  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these  actions, 
this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include; 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  both  Forbes 
ANGS  in  Kansas  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS  in  Ohio  (Attachments  1  and  2).  The  EIS  will  assess 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  as  a 
replacement  to  the  KC-1 35.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the 
type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the 
associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the 
number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and 
facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 


*  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota, 
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At  either  Forbes  ANGS  or  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135 
currently  based  at  the  installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing 
airspace  in  a  similar  manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in 
operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground 
level  and  higher,  and  preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be 
similar  to  existing  noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau 
(NGB)  anticipates  the  areas  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portions 
of  the  installations  where  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur 
(Attachments  3  and  4). 

At  Forbes  ANGS,  construction  includes  options  for  some  of  the  facilities,  but  in  general 
consists  of;  an  addition  to  Hangar  662;  either  interior  modifications  or  an  addition  to  Hangar 
665;  internal  renovations  to  Building  679;  and  an  addition  and  demolition  of  fuel  hydrants  and 
associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron  (see  Attachment  3). 

At  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  construction  activities  would  include:  additions  and 
renovations  to  Hangar  885;  an  addition  to  Hangar  883;  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  888; 
modifications  to  the  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway;  and  addition  and  demolition  of  fuel  hydrants  and 
associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron  (see  Attachment  4). 

The  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Tribe  has  been  identified  as  potentially  having  historic 
ties  to  these  locations.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
(NHPA)  (36  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Parts  800.2,  800.3,  and  800.4)  and  in  deference  to 
Executive  Order  13175,  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments,  the 
190th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (190  ARW)  and  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  (121  ARW)  would  like 
to  initiate  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  regarding  the  aircraft  beddown.  In  May  2013, 
as  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  a  public  participation  letter  was  sent  informing  various  Tribes  of 
the  Proposed  Action  and  the  locations  and  times  of  public  information  and  input  meetings.  This 
letter  reflects  an  initiation  of  the  NHPA  consultation  process  under  Section  106  for  the  same 
action. 

Both  Forbes  ANGS  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS  have  been  surveyed  for  archaeological 
resources.  At  Forbes  ANGS  no  archaeological  resources  have  been  identified  (KS  ANG  2008). 
At  Rickenbacker  ANGS  no  archaeological  resources  were  encountered  during  the  recent 
comprehensive  surveys  of  the  installation  (National  Guard  Bureau  [NGB]  2007,  NGB  2008, 
Snyder  2007).  However,  a  few  decades  previous  to  the  2008  inventory  during  excavations  for 
Building  91 1,  a  multi-component  site  (33FR2844)  was  uncovered.  Site  33FR2844  consisted  of  a 
historic  burial  and  a  prehistoric  lithic  scatter.  This  site  was  recommended  eligible  for  inclusion 
on  the  NRHP  when  it  was  discovered  in  1985  (121  ARW  201 1).  This  site  is  the  only  known 
significant  archaeological  resource  present  within  the  boundaries  of  the  ANGS  and  it  is  well 
outside  the  proposed  APE  for  the  undertaking.  However,  within  the  proposed  APEs  or  the 
vicinity  of  these  APEs  at  either  ANGS,  there  may  be  other  cultural  resources,  including 
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traditional  resources,  known  to  the  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Tribe  that  would  need  to  be 
considered  in  relation  to  the  proposed  undertaking. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  5),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release 
of  the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

The  190  ARW  and  121  ARW  would  like  to  discuss  the  proposed  undertaking  in  detail 
with  you,  and  to  understand  and  consider  any  comments,  concerns,  and  suggestions  you  may 
have.  In  particultir,  the  NGB  requests  your  input  as  to  the  status  of  any  traditional  resources  or 
historic  properties  that  may  be  located  in  or  near  the  proposed  APEs  for  this  undertaking  at  either 
of  these  two  installations  (see  attached  maps). 

Please  let  us  know  when  you  would  like  to  meet  to  discuss  the  aircraft  beddown  proposal 
and  your  expectations  on  how  we  will  accomplish  the  consultations.  You  may  contact  2d  Lt 
Jarrod  Brunkow,  Environmental  Manager  for  Forbes  ANGS,  at  (785)  861-4402  or 
jarrod.brunkow@ang.af.mil;  or  Roger  Jones,  Environmental  Manager  for  Rickenbacker  ANGS, 
at  (614)  492-41 10  or  roger.jones@ang.af.mil.  You  also  may  request  an  individual  or  group 
meeting  with  your  Tribe. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Tribe  in  theNHPA 
Section  106  and  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  processes. 

Sincerely 

WILLIAM  P.  ALBRO,  P.E..  GS-I5 
Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission 
Support 

cc: 

2d  Lt  Jarrod  Brunkow,  KS  ANG 

Colonel  James  Jones,  121st  Wing  Commander,  OH  ANG 

Mr.  Roger  Jones,  OH  ANG 

Colonel  Ron  Krueger,  Wing  Commander,  KS  ANG 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Appendix  B2  Native  American  Correspondence 


B2-23 


Final  -  June  2014 


Forbes  and  Rickenbacker  Sample  Tribal  Letter 


Page  4 


Attachments: 

1 .  Vicinity  map  of  Forbes  ANGS 

2.  Vicinity  map  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS 

3.  Map  of  Forbes  ANGS  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

4.  Map  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

5 .  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

References: 

121®‘  Air  Refueling  Wing  (121  ARW) 

2011  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  May  20 1 1 . 

Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG) 

2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  and  Evaluation  Report  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 

Properties  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka,  Kansas.  Prepared  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 
and  Air  National  Guard,  National  Guard  Bureau.  June  2008. 

National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB) 

2007  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  12F‘  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 
Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  December  2007. 

2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  12  f  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 
Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  January  2008. 

Snyder,  David 

2007  Letter  to  Matt  Nowakowski,  National  Guard  Bureau  from  David  Snyder,  Archaeology 
Review  Manager,  Resource  Protection  and  Review,  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office 
regarding:  121  ARW  Ohio  ANG,  Rickenbacker  lAP,  Draft  Final  Cultural  Resources 
Survey,  Hamilton  Township,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  August  23,  2007. 
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The  sample  tribal  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Guy  Munroe,  Chairman,  Kaw  Nation,  Drawer  50,  Kaw  City,  OK  74641 

Andrea  Hunter,  THPO,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  627  Grandview,  Pawhuska,  OK  74056 

John  Redeagle,  Principal  Chief,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  779,  627  Grandview,  Pawhuska,  OK  74056 

George  Blanchard,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  2025  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Henryetta  Ellis,  THPO,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  2025  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Leslie  Standing,  President,  Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes,  PO  Box  729,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


24  September  2013 

NGB/A7A 

Guy  Munroe 
Chairman 
Kaw  Nation 
Drawer  50 

Kaw  City,  OK  74641 
Dear  Chairman  Munroe 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main  Operating 
Base  (MOB  1*),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

Two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  are  being  prepared  for  the  MOB 
I/FTU,  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these  actions, 
this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 


•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Forbes 
ANGS  in  Kansas  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Forbes  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135. 
As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 
selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

*  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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At  Forbes  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation 
where  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2). 
Construction  includes  options  for  some  of  the  facilities,  but  in  general  there  would  be  an  addition 
to  Hangar  662;  either  interior  modifications  or  an  addition  to  Hangar  665;  internal  renovations  to 
Building  679;  and  an  addtion  and  demolition  of  fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the 
aircraft  parking  apron. 

Kaw  Nation  has  been  identified  as  potentially  having  historic  ties  to  this  location.  In 
accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  (36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  Parts  800.2,  800.3,  and  800.4),  and  in  deference  to  Executive  Order  13175, 
Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments,  the  190th  Air  Refueling  Wing 
(190  ARW)  would  like  to  initiate  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  regarding  the  aircraft 
beddown.  In  May  20 1 3 ,  as  part  of  the  NEP  A  process,  a  public  participation  letter  was  sent 
informing  various  Tribes  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  locations  and  times  of  public 
information  and  input  meetings.  This  letter  reflects  an  initiation  of  the  NHPA  consultation 
process  under  Section  1 06  for  the  same  action. 

The  190  ARW  would  like  to  discuss  the  proposed  undertaking  in  detail  with  you,  and  to 
understand  and  consider  any  comments,  concerns,  and  suggestions  you  may  have.  In  particular, 
the  NGB  requests  your  input  as  to  the  status  of  any  traditional  resources  or  historic  properties 
that  may  be  located  in  or  near  the  proposed  APE  for  this  undertaking  at  the  Forbes  ANGS 
(Attachment  2). 

The  entire  Forbes  ANGS  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  none  have 
been  identified  (KS  ANG  2008).  However,  within  the  proposed  APE  or  the  vicinity  of  this  APE, 
there  may  be  other  cultural  resources,  including  traditional  resources,  known  to  the  Kaw  Nation 
that  would  need  to  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  proposed  undertaking. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release 
of  the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 
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Please  let  us  know  when  you  would  like  to  meet  to  discuss  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown 
and  your  expectations  on  how  we  will  accomplish  the  consultations.  You  may  contact  2d  Lt 
Jarrod  Brunkow,  Environmental  Manager  for  Forbes  ANGS,  at  (785)  861-4402  or 
jaiTod.brunkow@ang.af.mil.  You  also  may  request  an  individual  or  group  meeting  with  your 
Tribe. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Kaw  Nation  in  the  NHPA  Section  106  and 
govemment-to-govemment  consultation  processes. 

Sincerely 

WILLIAM  P.  ALBRO,  P.E.,  GS-1 5 
Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission 
Supp)ort 

cc: 

2d  Lt  Jarrod  Brunkow,  KS  ANG 
Colonel  Ron  Krueger,  Wing  Commander 

Attachments: 

1 .  Vicinity  Map  of  Forbes  ANGS 

2.  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3.  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
Reference: 

Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG) 

2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  and  Evaluation  Report  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 

Properties  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka,  Kansas.  Prepared  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 
and  Air  National  Guard,  National  Guard  Bureau.  June  2008. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


B2-32 


Appendix  B2  Native  American  Correspondence 


Final  -  June  2014 


Forbes  Sample  Tribal  Letter 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Appendix  B2  Native  American  Correspondence 


B2-33 


Final  -  June  2014 


Forbes  Sample  Tribal  Letter 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


B2-34 


Appendix  B2  Native  American  Correspondence 


Final  -  June  2014 


The  sample  tribal  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Brice  Obermeyer,  THPO,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  Department  of  Sociology  and  Anthropology,  Emporia  State 
University,  Roosevelt  Hall,  Rm  212,  1200  Commercial  St,  Emporia,  KS  66801 
Paula  Pechonick,  Chief,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  170  NE  Barbara  St,  Bartlesville,  OK  74006 
Chester  Brooks,  Trust  Board  Chairman,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  170  NE  Barbara  St,  Bartlesville,  OK  74006 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


24  September  2013 

NGB/A7A 

Brice  Obermeyer 
THPO 

Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians 

Department  of  Sociology  and  Anthropology,  Emporia  State  University 
Roosevelt  Hall,  Rm.  212 
1200  Commercial  St. 

Emporia,  KS  66801 

Dear  Dr,  Obermeyer 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  alternatives  for  the  beddown  of  a  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1*),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also 
beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

Two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  are  being  prepared  for  the  MOB 
1/FTU,  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these  actions, 
this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  JB  MDL  in 
New  Jersey  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  JB  MDL  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135,  As  a 
result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 
selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 


■  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

At  JB  MDL,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the  installation. 
Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar  manner  as  is 
currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use 
of  this  airspace  is  generally  1 0,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and  preliminary  analysis 
indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing  noise  levels  with  the 
KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential 
effect  (APE)  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction, 
demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2).  Specifically,  these  activities 
would  include  an  addition  to  Hangar  3333,  an  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  interior  renovations  to 
Hangar  3332,  construction  of  a  new  6,700  square  foot  simulator  building  west  of  Building  3390, 
modifications/additions  to  the  existing  aircraft  ramp  and  taxi  way,  and  the  addition  of  eight  new 
fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron 

The  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians  has  been  identified  as  potentially  having  historic  ties  to 
this  location.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA) 
(36  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Parts  800.2,  800.3,  and  800.4),  and  Executive  Order  13175, 
Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments,  the  108th  Wing  (108  WG) 
would  like  to  initiate  government-to-govemment  consultation  regarding  the  aircraft  beddown.  In 
May  2013,  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  a  public  participation  letter  was  sent  informing  various 
Tribes  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  locations  and  times  of  public  information  and  input 
meetings.  This  letter  reflects  an  initiation  of  the  NHPA  consultation  process  under  Section  106 
for  the  same  action. 

The  108  WG  would  like  to  discuss  the  proposal  in  detail  with  you,  and  to  understand  and 
consider  any  comments,  concerns,  and  suggestions  you  may  have.  In  particular,  the  NGB 
requests  your  input  as  to  the  status  of  any  traditional  resources  or  historic  properties  that  may  be 
located  in  or  near  the  proposed  APE  for  this  undertaking  at  the  JB  MDL  ANGS  (see  attached 
map). 

JB  MDL  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  none  have  been  identified 
within  the  proposed  APE  (Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  [HQ  AMC]  1995,  AMC  1996, 
Holmes  1996,  Holmes  et  al.  1997,  McGuire  AFB  2003,  Holmes  and  Goar  1998).  Three  historic 
archaeological  sites  were  recommended  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  (NRHP).  These  sites  are  all  well  outside  the  proposed  APE  for  this  undertaking. 
However,  within  the  proposed  APE  or  the  vicinity  of  this  APE,  there  may  be  other  cultural 
resources,  including  traditional  resources,  known  to  the  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians  that  would 
need  to  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  proposed  undertaking. 
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We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release 
of  the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

Please  let  us  know  when  you  would  like  to  meet  to  discuss  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown 
and  your  expectations  on  how  we  will  accomplish  the  consultations.  You  may  contact  Lt  Robert 
Mendez,  Environmental  Manager  for  JB  MDL,  at  (609)  754-3718  or  robert.mendez@ang.afmil. 
You  also  may  request  an  individual  or  group  meeting  with  your  Tribe. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians  in  the  NHPA  Section 
106  and  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  processes. 

Sincerely 

WILLIAM  P.  ALBRO,  P.E.,  GS-1 5 
Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission 
Support 

cc: 

Colonel  Kevin  Keehn,  108th  Wing  Commander,  JB  MDL 
Lt  Robert  Mendez,  JB  MDL 

Attaehments: 

1.  Vicinity  Map  of  JB  MDL 

2.  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3.  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
References: 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC) 

1 996  Inventory  of  Cold  War  Properties.  December  1 996. 

Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  (HQ  AMC) 

1 995  An  Archaeological  and  Historical  Resources  Inventory  of  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Jersey.  Prepared  by  Moeller,  K.L.,  D.A.  Walitschek,  M.  Greby,  and  J.F.  Hoffecker  of  the 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  for  McGuire  AFB. 
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Holmes,  Richard  D. 

1 996  Phase  II  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Sites  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County,  New 
Jersey.  April  1996.  Prepared  by  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 
and  Lyndhurst,  New  Jersey.  Prepared  for  US  Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott 
Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

Holmes,  Richard  D.,  Toni  R.  Goar,  and  Katherine  J.  Roxlau 

1 997  Phase  I  Archaeological  Survey  of  Areas  4100  and  4200  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Hanover  Township,  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey.  November  1997.  Prepared  by  TRC 
Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  New  York  District 
and  US  Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

Holmes,  Richard  D.  and  Toni  R.  Goar 

1 998  Phase  II  Site  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Site  McGuire  A  ir  Force  Base  Burlington  County, 
New  Jersey.  January  1998.  Prepared  by  TRC  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US 
Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott  Air  Force  Base. 

Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL) 

2013  Draft  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  87  CES/CEAN,  JB  MDL,  New 
Jersey.  January  2013. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 

2003  Final  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  Prepared  2003.  Updated  July 
2005. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B2  Native  American  Correspondence 


B2-39 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
B2-40  Appendix  B2  Native  American  Correspondence 


jBordentown 


Monmouth  Count)' 


OCEAN 


Tr^niun  A 


.JoTflt  8«e  McGuire* 
Oiir<Lok«lNtnt 


HarrMburK 


'  ND 


^fOINT  BASES 
MCGU/RE-OIX- 
^.LAKEHURST 


Smcfsv 
1  Ldhr 


McGuire 

;/e/d 


Moxweir 


Juliustown 


Horifun 

Lobe 


i^berton 


Mirmr  LaJtr 


Crestwood 

Village 


Pembenon 

Heights 


CPHnirr  Lake 


Burkngton  Countf 


K  ^ 

\Leisuretowne 


LEGEND 

]  Joint  fV»<c  McGiiirc-Dix-LikchursJ 
-  County  Lino 


Knnntrffrs 
0  4 


Regional  Location,  JB  MDL 


m 


Final  -  June  2014 


Final  -  June  2014 


JB  MDL  Sample  Tribal  Letter 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Appendix  B2  Native  American  Correspondence 


B2-41 


Final  -  June  2014 


Stocl^ridge-CM^unseeTiiSd historic  ‘Preservation  Ojfice 

S/terry  'While  -  Tribal  ^Historic  'Preservation  Officer 
•WU447  Camp  14  ‘Kpad 
9.0.  'Bok.  70 
'Bowler,  ‘Wl  54416 


L-  I) 


/Oif;  ?(e-  k" 


Dale 

Project  Number  _Vt  'n_ 

TC'NS  Number  A  r 

C  ompan>  Name  i'. 

We  ha\e  reecoed  you  lelier  for  die  above  listed  .project  Before  we  can  process  the 
request  we  need  more  infomiation.  fhe  additional  items  needed  are  cheeked  below 


Ji  it  ''v  'j/' 


Additiiinal  Information  Required; 

sue  visit  by  1  ribal  Histone  Preservation  Otfieer 
Areheoloijieal  survey.  Phase  1 
I  iterature  record  search  meludint:  colored  maps 
Pictures  of  the  site 

Any  reports  dtc  State  Hisumc  Preservation  Office  may  have 
Has  the  Mte  been  prev  lously  disturbed 
Rev  levv  fee  must  be  included  with  lettei 


If  site  has  been  previouslv  disturbed  please  explain  what  the  use  was  and  when  it  was 
disturbed 


Other  comments  or  mtomiation  needed 


After  revievvitiK  your  letter  we  find  that: 

"No  Properties  '  the  I  nbe  concurs  with  a  I  ederal  aucncy  s  finding  that  there  are 
no  National  Register  eligible  or  listed  properties  within  the  I  cderal  undertaking's  area  of 
potential  effect  or  APR  .IfK'RR  SOU  4  (d)  I  I ) 

"No  hlfeet  histone  or  prehistonc  properties  are  present  but  the  Federal 
undenaking  will  have  no  effect  on  the  National  Register  eligible  or  listed  properties  as 
defined  m  See  SOO  Ibli) 

"No  Adverse  Rffeet”  refers  to  written  opinions  provided  to  a  Federal  agency  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  1  nbe  agrees  with  (or  believes  that  there  slu'uld  ne)  a  Federal  agency 
finding  that  its  Federal  undertaking  would  have  “No  Ailverse  Ftfect  "  .'b  CFR  800. Mb) 


(715)  795-3970 


‘Druiil:  sterry.white@mohican-nsn.^ov 
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"Adverse  htTeci"  reters  in  wnllcii  opinions  provided  to  a  Federal  Agency  that 
undertaking  would  cause  Adverse  EtTects  to  the  area  ofpotenlial  effect  on  National 
Register  or  eligible  properties  according  to  the  cnicna  set  t'onh  in  36  CFR  SOO.  5(a)  ( 1 ). 
(2)(i)-  (vii) 

*— ff’nijecl  not  within  a  county  the  Mohican  Tribe  has  interest  in 


Should  this  project  inadterteiilly  uncover  a  Native  Anicrcian  site,  we  ask  that  you  halt  all 
construction  and  notify  the  Slockbndge-Munsee  Tribe  immediately 

Please  do  not  resubmit  project  for  changes  that  are  not  ground  disturbance. 


SmeereK, 


I  nbal  Histone  Preservaiion  OHicer 
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The  sample  tribal  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Kirk  Francis,  Tribal  Chief,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian  Island,  ME  04668 
Bonnie  Newsom,  THPO,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian  Island,  ME  04468 
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Pease  Sample  Tribal  Letter 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


24  September  2013 

NGB/A7A 

Kirk  Francis 
Tribal  Chief 
Penobscot  Indian  Nation 
12  Wabanaki  Way 
Indian  Island,  ME  04668 

Dear  Chief  Francis 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  alternatives  for  the  beddown  of  a  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1*),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also 
beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

Two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  are  being  prepared  for  the  MOB 
1/FTU,  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these  actions, 
this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include; 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Pease  ANGS 
in  New  Hampshire  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Pease  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to 
the  KC-1 35.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft 
based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace; 
changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield 


■  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition. 
There  would  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

At  Pease  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
maimer  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  1 0,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation 
where  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2). 
Construction  activities  would  include:  renovations  and  additions  to  Hangars  251,  252,  253,  and 
254;  construction  and  upgrade  of  the  aircraft  taxi  way;  repaving  of  the  quad  apron;  and 
demolition  of  existing  fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  and  installation  of  new  hydrants 
and  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron 

The  Penobscot  Indian  Nation  has  been  identified  as  potentially  having  historic  ties  to  this 
location.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  (36 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Parts  800.2,  800.3,  and  800.4),  and  in  deference  to  Executive  Order 
13175,  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments,  the  157th  Air  Refueling 
Wing  (157  ARW)  would  like  to  initiate  government-to-government  consultation  regarding  the 
aircraft  beddown.  In  May  2013,  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  a  public  participation  letter  was 
sent  informing  various  Tribes  of  the  proposed  action  and  the  locations  and  times  of  public 
information  and  input  meetings.  This  letter  reflects  an  initiation  of  the  NHPA  consultation 
process  under  Section  1 06  for  the  same  action. 

The  1 57  ARW  would  like  to  discuss  the  proposed  undertaking  in  detail  with  you,  and  to 
understand  and  consider  any  comments,  concerns,  and  suggestions  you  may  have.  In  particular, 
the  NGB  requests  your  input  as  to  the  status  of  any  traditional  resources  or  historic  properties 
that  may  be  located  in  or  near  the  proposed  APE  for  this  undertaking  at  the  Pease  ANGS  (see 
attached  map). 

Pease  ANGS  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  none  have  been 
identified  (157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  [157  ARW]  2009).  However,  within  the  proposed  APE  or 
the  vicinity  of  this  APE,  there  may  be  other  cultural  resources,  including  traditional  resources, 
known  to  the  Penobscot  Indian  Nation  that  would  need  to  be  considered  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  undertaking. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release 
of  the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 
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Please  let  us  know  when  you  would  like  to  meet  to  discuss  the  aircraft  beddown  proposal 
and  your  expectations  on  how  we  will  accomplish  the  consultations.  You  may  contact  Andy 
Smith,  Environmental  Manager  for  Pease  ANGS,  at  (603)  430-2336  or 
andrew.smith.7@ang.af.mil.  You  also  may  request  an  individual  or  group  meeting  with  your 
Tribe. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Penobscot  Indian  Nation  in  the  NHPA  Section  106, 
and  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  processes. 

Sincerely 

WILLIAM  P.  ALBRO,  P.E.,  GS-15 
Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission 
Support 

cc: 

Colonel  Paul  Hutchinson,  157th  Wing  Commander,  Pease  ANGS 
Mr.  Andy  Smith,  Pease  ANGS 

Attachments: 

1 .  Vicinity  Map  of  Pease  ANGS 

2.  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3.  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
Reference: 

157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (157  ARW) 

2009  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  157  Air  Refueling  Wing,  New  Hampshire  Air  National 
Guard,  Pease  International  Tradeport,  Town  of  Newington,  Rockingham  County,  New 
Hampshire.  Prepared  for  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  and  Air  National  Guard 
Readiness  Center,  National  Guard  Bureau.  April  2009. 
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The  sample  tribal  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Melinda  Maybee,  Nation  Representative,  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York,  PO  Box  803,  Seneca  Falls,  NY  13148 

Irving  Powless,  Chief,  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York,  RRT#1,  PO  Box  319-B,  Nedrow,  NY  13120 

Leo  Henry,  Chief,  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York,  2006  Mt  Hope  Rd,  Lewiston,  NY  14092 

Robert  Odawi  Porter,  President,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  12837  Rte.  438,  Irving,  NY  14081 

Lana  Watt,  THPO,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  90  Ohiyo  Way,  Salamanca,  NY  14779 

Roger  Hill,  Chief,  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneca,  7027  Meadville  Rd,  Basom,  NY  14013 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


24  September  2013 

NGB/A7A 

Melinda  Maybee 
Nation  Representative 
Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York 
PO  Box  803 
Seneca  Falls,  NY  13148 

Dear  Ms.  Maybee 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  T),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also 
beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

Two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (ElSs)  are  being  prepared  for  the  MOB 
1/FTU,  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these  actions, 
this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Pittsburgh 
ANGS  in  Pennsylvania  (Attachment  1 ).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  as  a  replacement 
to  the  KC-135.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of 
aircraft  based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated 
airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility 
demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

At  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation 
where  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2). 
Construction  activities  would  include;  an  addition  to  Hangar  302;  an  addition  to  hangar  320; 
interior  renovations  to  hangar  301;  modifications  to  the  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway;  and  the 
addition  of  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron;  and 
possible  demolition  or  capping  of  existing  fuel  hydrants  and  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York  has  been  identified  as  potentially  having  historic  ties  to 
this  location.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA) 
(36  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Parts  800.2,  800.3,  and  800.4),  and  in  deference  to  Executive 
Order  13175,  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments,  the  171st  Air 
Refueling  Wing  (171  ARW)  would  like  to  initiate  govemment-to-govemment  consultation 
regarding  the  aircraft  beddown.  In  May  2013,  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  a  public 
participation  letter  was  sent  informing  various  Tribes  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  locations 
and  times  of  public  information  and  input  meetings.  This  letter  reflects  an  initiation  of  the 
NHPA  consultation  process  under  Section  1 06  for  the  same  action. 

The  171  ARW  would  like  to  discuss  the  proposed  undertaking  in  detail  with  you,  and  to 
understand  and  consider  any  comments,  concerns,  and  suggestions  you  may  have.  In  particular, 
the  NGB  requests  your  input  as  to  the  status  of  any  traditional  resources  or  historic  properties 
that  may  be  located  in  or  near  the  proposed  APE  for  this  undertaking  at  the  Pittsburgh  ANGS 
(see  attached  map). 

The  entire  Pittsburgh  ANGS  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  none 
have  been  identified  (Cardno  TEC,  Inc.  2011).  Therefore,  it  is  anticipated  that  no  archaeological 
sites  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  undertaking.  However,  within  the  proposed  APE  or  the 
vicinity  of  this  APE,  there  may  be  other  cultural  resources,  including  traditional  resources, 
known  to  the  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York  that  would  need  to  be  considered  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  undertaking. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
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the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

Please  let  us  know  when  you  would  like  to  meet  to  discuss  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown 
and  your  exjjectations  on  how  we  will  accomplish  the  consultations.  You  may  contact  Lt  Col 
John  Tower,  Environmental  Manager  for  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  at  (412)  776-7640  or 
john.tower@ang.af  mil.  You  also  may  request  an  individual  or  group  meeting  with  your  Tribe. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York  in  the  NHPA  Section 
1 06  and  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  processes. 

Sincerely 

WILLIAM  P.  ALBRO,  P.E.,  GS-15 
Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission 
Support 

cc; 

Colonel  Steven  Painter,  171st  Wing  Commander,  Pittsburgh  ANGS 
Lt  Col  John  Tower,  Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Attachments; 

1 .  Vicinity  Map  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS 

2.  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3.  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
Reference; 

Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

2011  Cultural  Resources  Survey  at  the  171  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania. 
Prepared  by  TEC 
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The  sample  tribal  letter  following  was  distributed  to  the  list  below: 

Ron  Sparkman,  Chief,  Shawnee  Tribe,  PO  Box  189,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Jodi  Hayes,  Tribe  Administrator,  Shawnee  Tribe,  PO  Box  189,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Harold  Frank,  Chairman,  Forest  County  Potawatomi  Community,  PO  Box  340,  Crandon,  WI  54520 
Kenneth  Meshigaud,  Chairperson,  Hannahville  Indian  Community,  N1491 1  Hannahville  B1  Rd,  Wilson,  MI 
49896-9728 

George  Strack,  THPO,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK  74355-1326 
Thomas  Gamble,  Chairperson,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK  74355-1326 
Ethel  aa  Cooka,  Chief,  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  110,  Miami,  OK  74355 
John  Froman,  Chief,  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1527,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Matthew  Wesaw,  Chairman,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  PO  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 
Mike  Zimmerman,  THPO,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  PO  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 
Kade  Ferris,  THPO,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  PO  Box  900,  Belcourt,  ND 
58316 

Merle  St.  Claire,  Chairman,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  PO  Box  900,  Belcourt, 
ND  58316 

Billy  Friend,  Chief,  Wyandotte  Nation,  64700  E  Highway  60,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Sherri  Clemons,  THPO,  Wyandotte  Nation,  64700  E  Highway  60,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


24  September  2013 

NGB/A7A 

Ron  Sparkman 
Chief 

Shawnee  Tribe 
PO  Box  189 
Miami,  OK  74355 

Dear  Chief  Sparkman 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  alternatives  for  the  beddown  of  a  Formal  Training  Unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  1*),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also 
beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

Two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  are  being  prepared  for  the  MOB 
1/FTU,  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these  actions, 
this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  in  Ohio  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  as  a 
replacement  to  the  KC-135.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the 
type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the 
associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the 


’  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB.  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and 
facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

At  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher,  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  Therefore,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates 
the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this  action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation 
where  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2). 
Construction  activities  would  include:  additions  and  renovations  to  Hangar  885;  an  addition  to 
Hangar  883;  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  888;  modifications  to  the  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway; 
and  addition  and  demolition  of  fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking 
apron. 

The  Shawnee  Tribe  has  been  identified  as  potentially  having  historic  ties  to  this  location. 
In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  (36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  Parts  800.2,  800.3,  and  800.4),  and  in  deference  to  Executive  Order  13175, 
Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Indian  Tribal  Governments,  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing 
(121  ARW)  would  like  to  initiate  govemment-to-govemment  consultation  regarding  the  aircraft 
beddown.  In  May  2013,  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process,  a  public  participation  letter  was  sent 
informing  various  Tribes  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  locations  and  times  of  public 
information  and  input  meetings.  This  letter  reflects  an  initiation  of  the  NHPA  consultation 
process  under  Section  106  for  the  same  action. 

The  121  ARW  would  like  to  discuss  the  proposed  undertaking  in  detail  with  you,  and  to 
understand  and  consider  any  comments,  concerns,  and  suggestions  you  may  have.  In  particular, 
the  NGB  requests  your  input  as  to  the  status  of  any  traditional  resources  or  historic  properties 
that  may  be  located  in  or  near  the  proposed  APE  for  this  undertaking  at  the  Rickenbacker  ANGS 
(see  attached  map). 

The  entire  Rickenbacker  ANGS  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  and  no 
significant  archaeological  resources  were  encountered  (National  Guard  Bureau  [NGB]  2007, 
NGB  2008,  Snyder  2007).  However,  a  few  decades  previous  to  the  2008  inventory,  during 
excavations  for  Building  911a  multi-component  site  (33FR2844)  was  uncovered.  Site 
33FR2844  consisted  of  a  historic  burial  and  a  prehistoric  lithic  scatter.  This  site  was 
recommended  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  NRHP  when  it  was  discovered  in  1985  (121  ARW 
2011).  This  site  is  the  only  known  significant  archaeological  resource  present  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  ANGS  and  it  is  well  outside  the  proposed  APE  for  the  undertaking.  However, 
within  the  proposed  APE  or  the  vicinity  of  this  APE,  there  may  be  other  cultural  resources, 
including  traditional  resources,  known  to  the  Shawnee  Tribe  that  would  need  to  be  considered  in 
relation  to  the  proposed  undertaking. 
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We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release 
of  the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

Please  let  us  know  when  you  would  like  to  meet  to  discuss  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown 
and  your  expectations  on  how  we  will  accomplish  the  consultations.  You  may  contact  Roger 
Jones,  Environmental  Manager  for  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  at  (614)  492-41 10  or 
roger.jones@ang.af.miI.  You  also  may  request  an  individual  or  group  meeting  with  your  Tribe. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Shawnee  Tribe  in  the  NHPA  Section  106  and 
govemment-to-govemment  consultation  processes. 


Sincerely 


WILLIAM  P.  ALBRO,  P.E.,  OS- 1 5 
Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission 
Support 

cc: 

Colonel  James  Jones,  121st  Wing  Commander,  OH  ANGS 
Mr.  Roger  Jones,  OH  ANGS 

Attachments: 

1 .  Vicinity  Map  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS 

2.  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3.  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
References: 

121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  (121  ARW) 

2011  Inteff-ated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  May  2011. 

National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB) 

2007  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  I2Ist  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 

Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  December  2007. 
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2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 

Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  January  2008. 

Snyder,  David 

2007  Letter  to  Matt  Nowakowski,  National  Guard  Bureau  from  David  Snyder,  Archaeology 
Review  Manager,  Resource  Protection  and  Review,  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office 
regarding;  121  ARW  Ohio  ANG,  Rickenbacker  lAP,  Draft  Final  Cultural  Resources 
Survey,  Hamilton  Township,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  August  23,  2007. 
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PEORIA  TRIBE  OF  INDIANS  OF  OKLAHOMA 

1 18  S.  Eight  Tribes  TraB  (918)  540-2535  FAX  (918)  540-2538 
P  O.  60x1527 

MIAMI,  OKLAHOMA  74355  j,. 

si' 


October  2, 2013 

William  P.  Albro,  P.E.,  GS-15 

Associate  Director,  Installations  and  Mission  Support 

National  Guard  Bureau 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base 

Andrews,  MD  20762-51 57 

Re:  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Possible  Location  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio  (MOB  2) 

Thank  you  for  notice  of  the  referenced  project.  The  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma  is 
currently  unaware  of  any  documentation  directly  linking  Indian  Religious  Sites  to  Rickenbacker 
ANGS,  In  the  event  any  items  falling  under  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and 
Repatriation  Act  (NAGPRA)  are  discovered  during  construction,  the  Peoria  Tribe  request 
notification  and  further  consultation. 

The  Peoria  Tribe  has  no  objection  to  the  proposed  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation 
activites.  However,  if  any  human  skeletal  remains  and/or  any  objects  falling  under  NAGPRA  are 
uncovered  during  construction,  the  construction  should  stop  immediately,  and  the  appropriate 
persons,  including  state  and  tribal  NAGPRA  representatives  contacted. 


Cynthia  Stacy 

Special  Projects  Manager/NAGPRA 
Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma 
918-540-2535  Ext.  31 
FAX:  918-540-2538 
cstacvt^t/'peoriatribe.coin 


TREASURER  SECRETARY  FIRST  COUNCILMAN  SECOND  COUNCILMAN  THIRD  COUNCILMAN 

Aaron  Wayne  Blalock  Don  Giles  Carolyn  Ritchey  Craig  Harper  Alan  Goforth 


CHIEF 

John  P.  Froman 

SECOND  CHIEF 
Jason  Dollartiide 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Jay  Toth  f  mailto:iav.toth@sni.org1 
Sent:  Thursday,  October  03,  2013  9:36  AM 
To:  Tower,  John  LtCol  USAF  ANG  171  MDG/SGPB 
Subject:  MOB  l&2/sec.  106 

Seneca  HP  has  no  issue  regarding  the  EIS  for  the  MOBs. 


JAY  toth.,  MA.,  MS. 

Seneca  Nation  Tribal  archeologist 
90  0HI:WAY 
Salamanca,  NY  14779 


(716)945-1790/ ext.  3582 
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Delaware  Tribe  Historic  Preservation  Office 
1200  Commercial  St. 

Roosevelt  Hall,  RM  212 
Emporia  State  University 
Emporia,  KS  66801 
(620) 341-6699 

KibemieYer'r/dclawarctribe.ora 


October  4, 2013 

National  Guard  Bureau 

3501  Fetchett  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5 1 57 

Re:  Replax:ement  of  KC-135  Fleet  with  KC-46A  fleet 

Dear  Michael  B.  Homum: 


Thank  you  for  providing  the  survey  report  for  the  above  referenced  project.  Our  review 
also  indicates  that  there  are  no  religious  or  culturally  significant  sites  in  this  project  area 
and  we  have  no  objection  to  the  proposed  project.  We  defer  comment  to  your  office  as 
well  as  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  and/or  the  State  Archaeologist. 

However,  we  ask  that  if  any  human  remains  are  accidentally  unearthed  during  the  course 
of  the  project  that  you  cease  development  immediately  and  inform  the  Delaware  Tribe  of 
Indians  of  the  inadvertent  discovery. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  this  office  by  phone  at  (620)  341-6699  or 
by  e-mail  at  bobermever'ffdcl awaretribe.org. 


Sincerely, 

^  A  / 


Brice  Obermeyer 

Delaware  Tribe  Historic  Preservation  Office 

1200  Commercial  St 

Roosevelt  Hall,  RM  212 

Emporia  State  University 

Emporia,  KS  66801 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Chris  Sockalexis  fmailto:Chris.Sockalexist5)penobscotnation.org1 

Sent:  Tuesday,  December  31,  2013  11:24  AM 

To:  Eck,  Christopher  R  Civ  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM 

Subject:  RE:  US  Air  Force  Replacement  of  KC-135  Air  Refueling  Fleet  with 

KC-46A  Aircraft,  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base,  New  Hampshire 


Good  Afternoon, 

I  have  reviewed  the  proposed  project  by  the  United  States  Air  Force  National 
Guard  Bureau.  This  includes  the  replacement  of  the  existing  KC-135  air 
refuling  fleet  with  the  KC-46A  fleet.  This  project  consisits  of  the  beddown 
of  the  new  KC-46A  fleet  at  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  in  Portsmouth, 
NH. 

I  have  attached  my  "No  Objection"  letter  to  this  email. 

Thank  you  for  consulting  with  the  Penobscot  Nation  on  this  project. 


Sincerely, 

Chris  Sockalexis,  THPO 
Penobscot  Nation 
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PENOBSCOT  NATION 

CULTURAL  &  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  DEPARTMENT 
12  WABANAKI  WAY.  INDIAN  ISLAND.  ME  04468 
CHRIS  SOCKALEXIS  -  TRIBAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 


E-MAIL:  ; 

chris.sockalexis  «  nenobscotnation.ora  FAX;  207-817-7450 

NAME 

Christopher  Eck 

ADDRESS 

Air  National  Guard 

NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762 

OWNER'S  NAME 

United  States  Air  Force 

TELEPHONE 

(240)612-7482 

FAX 

EMAIL 

Christopher.Eck.l@ang.af.mil 

PROJECT  NAME 

Replace  existing  KC-135  air  refueling  fleet  with  the  KC-46A 
at  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire 

PROJECT  SITE 

Portsmouth,  NH 

DATE  OF  REQUEST 

September  24,  2013 

DATE  REVIEWED 

December  31,  2013 

Tliank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  above  referenced  project.  This  project  appears 
to  have  no  impact  on  a  structure  or  site  of  historic,  architectural  or  archaeological  significance  to  the 
Penobscot  Nation  as  defined  by  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966.  and  subsequent  updates. 

Also,  if  Native  American  cultural  materials  are  encountered  during  the  course  of  the  project, 
please  contact  me  at  (207)  817-7471.  Tliank  you. 

CHRIS  SOCKALEXIS,  THPO 
Penobscot  Nation 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Crystal  Douglas  fmailto:crvstal  douelas(S)kawnation.com1 

Sent:  Friday,  November  22,  2013  5:09  PM 

To:  Eck,  Christopher  R  Civ  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM 

Subject:  [MALWARE  FREEJRE:  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Follow-Up 

Thank  you  for  the  information.  The  Kaw  Nation  was  in  this  area  in  the  late 
1700s  and  early  1800s.  We  would  like  you  to  notify  us  if  you  discover  any 
human  remains  or  culturally  affiliated  artifacts.  We  have  no  objecting  to  this 
endeavor  we  hope  you  will  be  able  to  progress  on  schedule. 

Crystal  Douglas 

Tribal  Flistoric  Preservation  Officer 
Kaw  Nation 
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. Original  Message - 

From:  Clint  fmailto:clint.halftown(5)email.com1 
Sent:  Saturday,  January  11,  2014  1:24  AM 
To:  Eck,  Christopher  R  Civ  USAF  AN6  NGB/A7AM 
Subject:  Re:  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Follow-Up 

Dear  Mt.  ECM, 

Greetings  from  the  Cayuga  Nation. 

While  I  believe  the  proposed  project  will  not  have  an  adverse  impact  upon 
cultural  items  possible  it'll  related  to  the  Cayuga  Nation, 

If  you  should  come  into  contact  with  with  any  items,  I  wish  for  you  to 
contact  me  immediately 

If  possible,  I  would  like  to  view  this  proposed  site. 

Any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  315-568-0750. 

Oneh, 

Clint  Halftown 
Cayuga  Nation 

Sent  from  my  iPad 

1 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Sherry  White  fmailto:sherrv.white(Smohican-nsn.govl 
Sent:  Wednesday,  January  22,  2014  5:12  PM 
To:  Eck,  Christopher  R  Civ  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM 

Subject:  RE:  US  Air  Force  Replacement  of  KC-135  Air  Refueling  Fleet  Aircraft 
with  KC-46A  Aircraft 

Mr.  Eck 

Thank  you  for  providing  me  this  information.  The  Stockbridge-Munsee  Tribe  has 
no  concern  with  this  project  and  agrees  that  no  adverse  effect  will  take 
place. 

Sherry  White 

Tribal  Flistoric  Preservation  Officer 
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Appendix  B3 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO) 

Correspondence 


Final  -  June  2014 


NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/ A7 AM  1 2  September  2013 


Jennie  Chinn 

Kansas  State  Historical  Society 
Cultural  Resources  Division 
6425  SW  6"'  Ave 
Topeka.  KS  66615-1099 

Dear  Ms.  Chinn 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  106  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Forbes 
ANGS  in  Kansas  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Forbes  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135. 
As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 
selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 

'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB.  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB. 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB.  North  Dakota. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B3  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  Correspondence 


B3-1 


Final  -  June  2014 


Page  2 

slaffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition,  i'here  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

At  Forbes  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  K.C-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  1 0,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  The  purpose  of  this  correspondence  is  to  initiate  the 
Section  106  process  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NIIPA)  as  outlined  in  36  CFR 
800.3. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this 
undertaking  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  w'ould  occur  (Attachment  2).  Construction  includes  options  for  some  of  the 
facilities,  but  in  general  there  would  be  an  addition  to  Hangar  662;  either  interior  modifications 
or  an  addition  to  Hangar  665;  internal  renovations  to  Building  679;  and  an  addition  and 
demolition  of  fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron.  Specific 
interior  renovations  to  Building  679  include  adding  shelving,  altering  ceiling  panels,  removing 
and  constructing  interior  walls,  and  addition  of  stairs  and  railings. 

fhc  entire  Forbes  ANGS  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  resources  (KS  ANG 
2008).  This  cultural  resources  survey  also  included  an  inventory  and  evaluations  of  architectural 
resources  at  the  Forbes  ANGS  and  as  a  result,  one  building  (Building  679)  was  determined 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  under  Criteria  A  and  C  for  its  contributions  to  the  US  military 
Cold  War  mission  (Zollner  2008).  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  was  signed  regarding 
Building  679  in  2009  and  in  2010  the  building  w'as  entirely  remodeled  following  the  completion 
of  mitigation  measures  suggested  and  approved  by  your  office.  For  this  undertaking,  minor 
interior  renovations  arc  proposed  to  Building  679,  which  would  not  affect  the  current  displays 
erected  as  part  of  the  earlier  mitigation  for  this  building  (Attachment  3). 

The  NGB  has  identified  no  potential  adverse  effects  to  Building  679.  Therefore,  it  is 
anticipated  that  no  sites  or  buildings  considered  eligible  for  the  NRHP  would  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  undertaking.  We  request  your  concurrence  with  the  proposed  APE,  our  identification 
of  historic  properties,  and  our  assessment  on  the  effects  of  this  proposal  on  historic  properties. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  4),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  w'e  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 


B3-2 
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The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally  recognized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  5).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  expressed  to  the  NGB, 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  can 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 


Sincerely 


ROBER'f  L.  DOGAN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 


Attachments:  1  -  Vicinity  map  of  Forbes  ANGS 

2  -  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  -  Plans  of  interior  renovations  to  Building  679 

4  -  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

5  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  Associated  with  Forbes  ANGS 


References: 

Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG) 

2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  and  Evaluation  Report  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 

Properties  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka.  Kansas.  Prepared  for  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 
and  Air  National  Guard,  National  Guard  Bureau.  June  2008. 

Zollner,  Patrick 

2008  Letter  to  Majorie  Nowick.  Engineering-Environmental  Management.  Inc.  from  Patrick 
Zollner,  Director,  Cultural  Resources  Division,  Deputy  SHPO.  Regarding  Cultural 
Resources  Survey  of  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Shawnee  County.  June  18, 
2008. 
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Forbes  ANGS  Federally-recognized  Tribes: 

Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation 

Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO 
1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 
(405)  878-5830 

kelli  .mosteller  @  potawatomi.  org 

John  Barrett,  Chairman 
1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 
(405)  275-3121 
jharrett@potawatomi.org 

Delaware  Nation 

Tamara  Francis,  THPO 

31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg.  100 

Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Kerry  Holton,  President 
P.O.  Box  825 
Anadarko,  OK  73005 
(405)  247-2448 
nhorn  @  delawarenation.  com 

Kaw  Nation 

Guy  Munroe,  Chairman 
Drawer  50 
Kaw  City,  OK  74641 
(580)  269-2552 
gmunroe  @kawnation.com 

Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma 

Dr.  Andrea  A.  Hunter,  THPO 
627  Grandview 
Pawhuska,  OK  74056 
Office -918-287-5328 

Mr.  John  D.  Redeagle,  Principal  Chief 

P.O.  Box  779 

627  Grandview 

Pawhuska,  OK  74056 

918-287-5555 

jredeagle  @  osagetribe.org 


Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Nation 

Steve  Ortiz,  Chairperson 
16281  Q  Road 
Mayetta,  KS  66509 
(785)  966-4007 
steveo  @  pbpnation.  org 

Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

George  Blanchard,  Governor 
2025  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 
(405)  275-4030  (405)  273-4534 

gblanchard  @  astribe.  com 

Henryetta  Ellis,  THPO 
2025  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 
(405)  275-4030  ext.  199 
hellis  @  astribe.com 

Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

Glenna  Wallace,  Chief 
12755  South  705  Rd. 

Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
(918)  666-2435 
gjwallace@estoo.net 

Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes 

Leslie  Standing,  President 

P.O.  Box  729 

Anadarko,  OK  73005 

(405)  247-2425  ext.  3 

leslie.  standing  @  wichitatribe.com 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


B3-6 


Appendix  B3  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  Correspondence 


Final  -  June  2014 


6425  SW  6*”  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66615 


phone;  785-272-8681 
fax:  785-272-8682 
cultural_resources<§>kshs.org 


Kansas  Historical  Society 


Sam  Brownback,  Clovemor 
Jennie  (’hinn,  Executive  DirecUx' 


KSR&C#  13-09-125 
September  17,  2013 

Ms.  Anne  Rowe 
National  Guard  Bureau 
Via  Email 

Re:  KC-46A  MOB  2  Forbes  Field,  Topeka  -  Shawnee  County 

We  have  reviewed  the  materials  received  September  17,  2013  regarding  the  above-referenced  project  in 
accordance  with  36  CFR  Part  800.  In  reviews  of  this  nature,  the  SFIPO  determines  whether  a  federally 
funded,  licensed,  or  permitted  project  will  adversely  affect  properties  that  are  listed  or  determined  eligible 
for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  SHPO  concurs  with  the  proposed  APE  and  that 
no  historic  properties  will  be  affected  by  the  project.  As  far  as  this  office  is  concerned,  the  project  may 
proceed. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposal.  Please  refer  to  the  Kansas  State 
Review  &  Compliance  number  (KSR&C#)  listed  above  on  any  future  correspondence.  Please  submit  any 
comments  or  questions  regarding  this  review  to  Kim  Gant  at  785-272-868 1 ,  ext.  225  or  kgant@kshs.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jennie  Chinn 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


Patrick  Zollner 

Director,  Cultural  Resources  Division 
Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM 


1 2  September  20 1 3 


Mr.  Daniel  Saunders 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
Historic  Preservation  Office 
PO  Box  420 
Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 

Dear  Mr.  Saunders 

The  United  States  Air  Foree  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  which  will  be  a  new  aireraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  106  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  JB  MDL  in 
New  Jersey  (Attachment  1 ).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  JB  MDL  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135.  As  a 
result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modillcd  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

At  JB  MDL,  the  KC-46A  w^ould  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the  installation. 
The  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar  manner  as  is  currently  conducted. 
There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use  of  this  airspace  is 
generally  1 0,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher  and  preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise 
levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing  noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  I'he 
purpose  of  this  correspondence  is  to  initiate  the  Section  106  process  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  as  outlined  in  36  CFR  800.3. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this 
undertaking  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2).  Specifically,  these  activities  would  include  an 
addition  to  Hangar  3333,  an  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  3332, 
construction  of  a  new  6,700  square  foot  simulator  building  west  of  Building  3390, 
modifications/additions  to  the  existing  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway,  and  the  addition  of  eight  new 
fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 

The  entire  McGuire  AFB  and  associated  off-base  facilities  have  been  surveyed  for 
archaeological  resources  (Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  [HQ  AMCJ  1995).  The  1995 
survey  also  included  an  architectural  survey  of  all  buildings  and  structures  built  prior  to  1947, 
and  the  Semi-Automatic  Ground  Environmental  (SAGE)  complex  built  in  1 956.  As  a  result  of 
this  survey  and  follow  up  surveys  conducted  in  1 996  (AMC  1 996,  Holmes  1 996),  1 997  (Holmes 
et  al.  1997.  McGuire  AFB  2003),  and  1998  (Holmes  and  Goar  1998),  the  SAGE  complex,  the 
Boeing  Michigan  Aeronautical  Research  Center  (BOMARC)  complex  at  Fort  Dix,  and  three 
historic  archaeological  sites  were  recommended  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP).  No  other  buildings  or  sites  were  recommended  eligible.  The  cultural 
resources  recommended  eligible  for  the  NRI  IP  at  McGuire  AFB  are  all  well  outside  the  proposed 
APE  for  the  undertaking.  Additionally,  according  to  the  McGuire  AFB  Integrated  Cultural 
Resources  Management  Plan  (JB  MDL  2013)  the  proposed  APE  occurs  in  an  area  of  low 
archaeological  sensitivity. 

The  NGB  has  identified  no  potential  adverse  effects  as  a  result  of  this  undertaking.  We 
request  your  concurrence  with  the  proposed  APE.  our  identification  of  historic  properties,  and 
our  assessment  on  the  effects  of  this  proposal  on  historic  properties. 
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We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally  recognized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  4).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  expressed  to  the  NGB, 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr(^ang.afmil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  can 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 

Sincerely 

— 

ROBER  f  L.  DOGAN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 

Attachments:  1  -  Vicinity  map 

2  -  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  -  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

4  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  associated  with  JB  MDL 

References: 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC) 

1 996  Inventory  of  Cold  War  Properties.  December  1 996. 

Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  (HQ  AMC) 

1995  An  Archaeological  and  Historical  Resources  Inventory  of  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Jersey.  Prepared  by  Moeller,  K.L.,  D.A.  Walitschek,  M.  Greby,  and  .I.F.  Hoffecker  of  the 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  for  McGuire  AFB. 

Holmes,  Richard  D. 

1996  Phase  II  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Sites  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County,  New 
Jersey.  April  1996.  Prepared  by  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 
and  Lyndhurst,  New  Jersey.  Prepared  for  US  Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott 
Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 
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Holmes,  Richard  D.,  Toni  R.  Goar,  and  Katherine  J.  Roxlau 

1997  Phase  I  Archaeological  Survey  of  Areas  4100  and  4200  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Hanover  Township,  Burlington  County.  New  Jersey.  November  1997,  Prepared  by  TRC 
Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  lor  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  New  York  District 
and  US  Air  Foree/Air  Mobility  Command  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

Holmes.  Richard  D.  and  Toni  R.  Goar 

1998  Phase  II  Site  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Site  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County. 
New.Iersey.  January  1998.  Prepared  by  TRC  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US 
Air  Forcc/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott  Air  Force  Base. 

Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL) 

2013  Draft  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  87  CES/CEAN,  JB  MDL,  New 
Jersey.  January  2013. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 

2003  Final  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  Prepared  2003.  Updated  July 
2005. 
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McGuire  Federally-Recognized  Tribes: 

Delaware  Nation 

Tamara  Francis,  THPO 

31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg.  100 

Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Kerry  Holton,  President 

PO  Box  825 

Anadarko,  OK  73005 

(405)  247-2448 

nhorn  @  delawarenation.  com 

Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians 

Dr.  Brice  Obermeyer,  THPO 

Department  of  Sociology  and  Anthropology,  Emporia  State  University 
Roosevelt  Hall,  Rm.  212 
1200  Commercial  St. 

Emporia,  KS  66801 

Paula  Pechonick,  Chief 
170  NE  Barbara 
Bartlesville,  OK  74006 
(918)  337-6593 

ppechonick@delawaretribe.org 

Chester  Brooks,  Trust  Board  Chairman 

170  NE  Barbara 

Bartlesville,  OK  74006 

(918)  337-6590 

cbrooks  @  delawaretribe.org 
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The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  Ae  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU’  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  1 06  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  JB  MDL  in 
New  Jersey  (Attachment  I).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  JB  MDL  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135.  As  a 
result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 


NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762.5157 


NGB/A7AM 


Mr.  Daniel  Saunders 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
Historic  Preservation  Office 
PO  Box  420 
Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 

Dear  Mr.  Saunders 
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selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

At  JB  MDL,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the  installation. 
The  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar  manner  as  is  currently  conducted. 
There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use  of  this  airspace  is 
generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher  and  preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise 
levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing  noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  The 
purpose  of  this  correspondence  is  to  initiate  the  Section  1 06  process  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  as  outlined  in  36  CFR  800.3. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this 
undertaking  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2).  Specifically,  these  activities  would  include  an 
addition  to  Hangar  3333,  an  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  3332, 
construction  of  a  new  6,700  square  foot  simulator  building  west  of  Building  3390, 
modifications/additions  to  the  existing  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway,  and  the  addition  of  eight  new 
fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 

The  entire  McGuire  AFB  and  associated  off-base  facilities  have  been  surveyed  for 
archaeological  resources  (Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  [HQ  AMC]  1995).  The  1995 
survey  also  included  an  architectural  survey  of  all  buildings  and  structures  built  prior  to  1947, 
and  the  Semi-Automatic  Ground  Environmental  (SAGE)  complex  built  in  1 956.  As  a  result  of 
this  survey  and  follow  up  surveys  conducted  in  1996  (AMC  1996,  Holmes  1996),  1997  (Holmes 
et  al.  1997,  McGuire  AFB  2003),  and  1998  (Holmes  and  Goar  1998),  the  SAGE  complex,  the 
Boeing  Michigan  Aeronautical  Research  Center  (BOMARC)  complex  at  Fort  Dix,  and  three 
historic  archaeological  sites  were  recommended  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP).  No  other  buildings  or  sites  were  recommended  eligible.  The  cultural 
resources  recommended  eligible  for  the  NRHP  at  McGuire  AFB  are  all  well  outside  the  proposed 
APE  for  the  undertaking.  Additionally,  according  to  the  McGuire  AFB  Integrated  Cultural 
Resources  Management  Plan  (JB  MDL  2013)  the  proposed  APE  occurs  in  an  area  of  low 
archaeological  sensitivity. 

The  NGB  has  identified  no  potential  adverse  effects  as  a  result  of  this  undertaking.  We 
request  your  concurrence  with  the  proposed  APE,  our  identification  of  historic  properties,  and 
our  assessment  on  the  effects  of  this  proposal  on  historic  properties. 
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We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally  recogjiized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  4).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  expressed  to  the  NGB, 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  diis  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  can 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 

Sincerely 

- 

ROBERT  L.  DOG  AN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 

Attachments:  1  -  Vicinity  map 

2  -  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  —  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

4  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  associated  with  JB  MDL 

References: 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC) 

1996  Inventory  of  Cold  War  Properties.  December  1996. 

Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  (HQ  AMC) 

1 995  An  Archaeological  and  Historical  Resources  Inventory  of  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Jersey.  Prepared  by  Moeller,  K.L.,  D.A.  Walitschek,  M.  Greby,  and  J.F.  HofTecker  of  the 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  for  McGuire  AFB. 

Holmes,  Richard  D. 

1 996  Phase  II  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Sites  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County,  New 
Jersey.  April  1996.  Prepared  by  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 
and  Lyndhurst,  New  Jersey.  Prepared  for  US  Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott 
Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 
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Holmes,  Richard  D.,  Toni  R.  Goar,  and  Katherine  J.  Roxlau 

1997  Phase  1  Archaeological  Survey  of  Areas  4100  and  4200  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Hanover  Township,  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey.  November  1997.  Prepared  by  TRC 
Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US  Army  Coips  of  Engineers  New  York  District 
and  US  Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

Holmes,  Richard  D.  and  Toni  R.  Goar 

1998  Phase  II  Site  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Site  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County, 
New  Jersey.  January  1998.  Prepared  by  TRC  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US 
Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott  Air  Force  Base. 

Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL) 

2013  Draft  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  87  CES/CEAN,  JB  MDL,  New 
Jersey.  January  2013. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 

2003  Final  Integrated  Cultural  Re.sources  Management  Plan.  Prepared  2003.  Updated  July 
2005. 


1  concur  with  your  finding  ib-'f  there  are  no  historic 
pro?’ctlies  atlccled  w  ifhir.  tlic  rr.>ic.t'<  area  of  potential 
clVcctN.  C  onseciiiently,  pursuant  to 36  CFR  800.4(djil), 
no  further  Section  1 06  consultation  is  required  unless 
additional  resources  are  discos  ^'ved  during  project 
implementation  pursuant  to  .^6  (  T  R  SIM) .  1 3. 
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Date 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


NGB/A7AM 


12  September  2013 


Nadine  Peterson 

New  Hampshire  Division  of  Historical  Resources 
19Pilsbury  St.  2"‘‘  Floor 
Concord.  NH  03301 

Dear  Ms.  Peterson 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  106  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and. 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Pease  ANGS 
in  New  Hampshire  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Pease  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to 
the  KC-1 35.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft 
based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace; 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield 
operations:  as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition. 
There  would  be  no  new^  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

At  Pease  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  K.C-135  aircraft.  I'he  purpose  of  this  correspondence  is  to  initiate  the 
Section  106  process  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  as  outlined  in  36  CFR 
800.3. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this 
action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2).  Construction  activities  would  include: 
renovations  and  additions  to  Hangars  251,  252,  253,  and  254;  construction  and  upgrade  of  the 
aircraft  taxiway;  repaving  of  the  quad  apron;  and  demolition  of  existing  fuel  hydrants  and 
associated  fuel  lines  and  installation  of  new  hydrants  and  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 

■fhe  entire  ANGS  at  Pease  has  been  surveyed  for  arehaeological  and  architectural 
resources  and  no  historic  properties  were  identified  (157'*'  Air  Refueling  Wing  [1 57  ARW] 

2009).  The  NGB  has  identified  no  potential  adverse  effects  to  cultural  resources  as  a  result  from 
this  undertaking.  We  request  your  concurrence  with  the  proposed  APE,  our  identification  of 
historic  properties,  and  our  assessment  on  the  effects  of  this  proposal  on  historic  properties. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  wall  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review'  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally  recognized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  4).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  expressed  to  the  NGB, 
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will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af  mil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  can 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 


Attachments:  1  -  Vicinity  Map  of  Pease  ANGS 

2  -  Map  of  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  -  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

4  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  associated  with  Pease  ANGS 

Reference: 

157"'  Air  Refueling  Wing  (157  ARW) 

2009  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  157  Air  Refueling  Wing.  New  Hampshire  Air  National 
Guard.  Pease  International  Tradeport.  Town  of  Newington.  Rockingham  County,  New 
Hampshire.  Prepared  for  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  and  Air  National  Guard 
Readiness  Center,  National  Guard  Bureau.  April  2009. 
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Pease  ANGS  Federally-recognized  Tribe: 

Penobscot  Indian  Nation 

Kirk  Francis,  Chief 
12  Wabanaki  Way 
Indian  Island,  ME  04668 
(207)  827-7776 

kirk.francis  @  Penobscotnation.org 

Bonnie  Newsom,  THPO 
12  Wabanaki  Way 
Indian  Island,  ME  04468 
(207) 817-7332 

Bonnie.Newsom@penobscotnation.org 
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NGB/A7AM 


NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3S01  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-S1S7 


RECEIVED 

Slip  I  ?  2013 

MX 

12  September  2013 


Nadine  Peterson 

New  Hampshire  Division  of  Historical  Resources 

19PilsburySt,2"‘‘Floor 

Concord,  NH  03301 

Dear  Ms.  Peterson 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU*  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  106  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Pease  ANGS 
in  New  Hampshire  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Pease  ANGS  as  a  replacement  to 
the  KC-135.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  tiiere  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft 
based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace; 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield 
operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition. 
There  would  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

At  Pease  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  The  purpose  of  this  correspondence  is  to  initiate  the 
Section  106  process  of  the  National  Historic  Preser\'ation  Act  (NHPA)  as  outlined  in  36  CFR 
800.3. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this 
action  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2).  Construction  activities  would  include: 
renovations  and  additions  to  Hangars  251,  252,  253,  and  254;  construction  and  upgrade  of  the 
aircraft  taxiway;  repaving  of  the  quad  apron;  and  demolition  of  existing  fuel  hydrants  and 
associated  fuel  lines  and  installation  of  new  hydrants  and  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 

The  entire  ANGS  at  Pease  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  and  architectural 
resources  and  no  historic  properties  were  identified  (157”’  Air  Refueling  Wing  [157  ARW] 

2009).  The  NGB  has  identified  no  potential  adverse  effects  to  cultural  resources  as  a  result  from 
this  undertaking.  We  request  your  concurrence  with  the  proposed  APE,  our  identification  of 
historic  properties,  and  our  assessment  on  the  effects  of  this  proposal  on  historic  properties. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally  recognized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  4).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  1 06  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  expressed  to  the  NGB, 
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will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  can 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 


Sincerely 

— 

ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 


Attachments:  1  —  Vicinity  Map  of  Pease  ANGS 

2  -  Map  of  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  -  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

4  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  associated  with  Pease  ANGS 

Reference: 

IS?**"  Air  Refueling  Wing  (157  ARW) 

2009  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  157  Air  Refueling  Wing,  New  Hampshire  Air  National 
Guard,  Pease  International  Tradeport,  Town  of  Newington,  Rockingham  County,  New 
Hampshire.  Prepared  for  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  and  Air  National  Guard 
Readiness  Center,  National  Guard  Bureau.  April  2009. 
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Doug  McLearen  and  Kira  Heinrich 
Archaeology  &  Protection  Division 
Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum  Commission 
Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation 
Commonwealth  Keystone  Building 
400  North  St 
Harrisburg.  PA  17120 

Dear  Mr.  McLearen  and  Ms.  1  leinrich 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A.  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF's  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  106  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and. 

•  Rickenhacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  Pittsburgh 
ANGS  in  Pennsylvania  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  heddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  as  a  replacement 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB. 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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to  the  KC- 1 35.  Asa  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of 
aircraft  based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated 
airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of 
airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  eonstruction,  building  renovation,  and  facility 
demolition,  fhere  would  be  no  new'  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

At  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation.  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  similar 
manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace; 
however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher  and 
preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  existing 
noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  The  purpose  of  this  correspondence  is  to  initiate  the 
Section  106  process  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  as  outlined  in  36  CFR 
800.3. 

fhe  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APK)  for  this 
undertaking  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  w'here  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  w'ould  occur  (Attachment  2).  Construction  activities  w'ould  include:  an 
addition  to  Hangar  302;  an  addition  to  Hangar  320;  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  301; 
modifications  to  the  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway;  and  the  addition  of  eight  new  fuel  hydrants  and 
associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron;  and  possible  demolition  or  capping  of  existing 
fuel  hydrants  and  lines  on  the  parking  apron. 

The  entire  Pittsburgh  ANGS  has  been  surveyed  for  archaeological  and  architectural 
resources  and  no  historic  properties  were  identified  (Cardno  ThC,  Inc.  201 1).  'fhcrcforc,  it  is 
anticipated  that  no  sites  or  buildings  considered  eligible  for  the  NRHP  would  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  undertaking.  We  request  your  concurrence  w'ith  the  proposed  APE,  our  identification 
of  historic  properties,  and  our  assessment  on  the  effects  of  this  proposal  on  historic  properties. 

Wc  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  HIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  w'ill  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally-recognized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  4).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  1 06  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  e.xpressed  to  the  NGB, 
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will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af  mil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  ean 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 


Attachments:  1  -  Vicinity  Map  of  Pittsburgh  ANGS 

2  -  Map  of  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  -  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

4  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  associated  with  Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Reference: 

Cardno  TEC,  Inc. 

201 1  Cultural  Resources  Survey  at  the  1 71  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania. 
Prepared  by  TEC. 
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Pittsburgh  ANGS  Federally-recognized  Tribes: 

Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York 

Melinda  Maybee,  Nation  Representative 
PO  Box  803 
Seneca  Falls,  NY 
13148 

(315)586-0750 

Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York 

Irving  Powless,  Chief 
RRT#l,POBox319-B 
Nedrow,  NY  13120 
(315)492-1922 

Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York 

Leo  Henry,  Chief 
2006  Mt.  Hope  Rd. 

Lewiston,  NY  14092 
(716)  297-1148 

Seneca  Nation  of  Indians 

Robert  Odawi  Porter,  President 
12837  Rte.  438 
Irving,  NY  14081 
(716)532-4900 
robert.porter@  sni.org 

Lana  Watt,  THPO 
90  Ohi  Yoho  Way 
Salamanca,  NY  14779 
(716)  945-1790  ext.  3580 
Lana.watt5@sni.org 

Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneca 

Roger  Hill,  Chief 
7027  Meadville  Road 
Basom,  NY  14013 
(716)  542-4244 
tonseneca@aol.com 
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Lisa  Adkins 

Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office 
800  E  17"’  Ave 
Columbus,  OH  43211-2474 

Dear  Ms.  Adkins 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (ElSs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  106  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 

•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and. 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  in  Ohio  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  as  a 
replacement  to  the  KC-1 35.  As  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the 
type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the 
associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the 


'  The  FTU  alternative  installations  include  Altus  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  I  alternative  installations  include  Altus  AFB,  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB.  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB, 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and 
facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this 
undertaking. 

At  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-135  currently  based  at  the 
installation  (Attachment  1).  Under  this  alternative,  the  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing 
airspace  in  a  similar  manner  as  is  currently  conducted.  There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in 
operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use  of  this  airspace  is  generally  1 0,000  feet  above  ground 
level  and  higher  and  preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise  levels  under  the  proposal  would  be 
similar  to  existing  noise  levels  with  the  KC-135  aircraft.  I’he  purpose  of  this  is  eorrespondenee 
is  to  initiate  the  Section  1 06  process  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  as 
outlined  in  36  CFR  800.3. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this 
undertaking  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2).  Construction  activities  would  include: 
additions  and  renovations  to  Hangar  885;  an  addition  to  Hangar  883;  interior  renovations  to 
Hangar  888;  modifications  to  the  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway;  and  addition  and  demolition  of  fuel 
hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 

According  to  cultural  resources  surveys  conducted  between  2007  and  2008,  there  arc  no 
archaeological  sites  located  within  the  proposed  APR  (National  Guard  Bureau  [NGB]  2007, 

NGB  2008).  These  surveys  covered  the  entire  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  including  an  inventory  and 
evaluations  of  all  buildings  and  structures  and  no  significant  archaeological  resources  were 
encountered.  1  wo  buildings  (1  langars  885  and  888)  were  recommended  eligible  for  listing  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Hangars  885  and  888  have  been  determined  eligible  to 
the  NRHP  under  Criteria  A  and  C  (Snyder  2007).  Specific  changes  to  Hangar  885  proposed  for 
this  undertaking  include  a  4,000  square  foot  addition  to  provide  adequate  space  for  the  larger 
KC-46A  aircraft.  Specific  changes  to  Hangar  888  proposed  for  this  undertaking  include  interior 
modifications  only  with  no  changes  to  the  exterior. 

The  NGB  has  identified  that  a  potential  adverse  effect  to  Hangar  885  may  result  from  this 
undertaking.  For  Hangar  888,  the  NGB  has  identified  no  potential  adverse  effect  from  this 
undertaking  as  the  renovations  are  interior  only;  however,  we  first  request  your  concurrence  with 
the  proposed  APR.  and  w  ith  our  identification  of  historic  properties. 

We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 
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The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally-recognized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  4).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  1 06  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  expressed  to  the  NGB, 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af  mil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  can 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 


Attachments:  1  -  Vicinity  Map  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS 

2  -  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  -  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

4  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  Associated  with  Rickenbacker  ANGS 

References: 

National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB) 

2007  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  12F'  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 
Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus.  Franklin  County.  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau.  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  December  2007. 

2008  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  the  12P'  Air  Refueling  Wing.  Ohio  Air  National  Guard, 
Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Columbus,  Franklin  County.  Ohio.  Prepared  for  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7CVN,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  January  2008. 

Snyder,  David 

2007  Letter  to  Matt  Nowakowski,  National  Guard  Bureau  from  David  Snyder,  Archaeology 
Review  Manager,  Resource  Protection  and  Review,  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office 
regarding:  121  ARW  Ohio  ANG.  Rickenbacker  lAP,  Draft  Final  Cultural  Resources 
Survey,  Hamilton  Township,  Franklin  County,  Ohio.  August  23,  2007. 
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Rickenbacker  Federally-recognized  Tribes 

Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation 

Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO 

1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive 

Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Ph  (405)  878-5830 

kelli  .mosteller  @  potawatomi.  org 

John  Barrett,  Chairman 
1601  S.  Gordon  Cooper  Drive 
Shawnee,  OK  74801 
Ph(405)  275-3121 
jharrett@potawatomi.org 

Delaware  Nation 

Tamara  Francis,  THPO 

31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg.  100 

Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Kerry  Holton,  President 
P.O.  Box  825 
Anadarko,  OK  73005 
Ph  (405)  247-2448 
nhorn  @  delawarenation.  com 

Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Nation 

Steve  Ortiz,  Chairperson 
16281  Q  Road 
Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Ph  (785)  966-4007 
steveo  @  pbpnation.  org 

Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

Glenna  Wallace,  Chief 
12755  South  705  Rd. 

Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Ph(918)  666-2435 
gjwallace@estoo.net 

Forest  County  Potawatomi  Community 

Harold  Frank,  Chairman 
PO  Box  340 
Crandon,  WI  54520 
Ph  (715)  478-2903 

jessica.gouge2  @  fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov 


Hannahville  Indian  Community 

Kenneth  Meshigaud,  Chairperson 
N14911  Hannahville  B1  Rd. 

Wilson,  MI  49896-9728 
Ph  (906)  723-2600 
Fax  (906)  466-2933 
ty  deryien  @  hannahville  .org 

Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

George  Strack,  THPO 
PO  Box  1326 
Miami,  OK  74355 
(918)  542-1445 

Thomas  Gamble,  Chairperson 
PO  Box  1326 
Miami,  OK  74355-1326 
(918)  542-1445 

Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 

Ethel  E.  aa  Cooka,  Chief 
PO  Box  110 
Miami,  OK  74355 
Ph  (918)540-1536 
Pax  (918)  542-3214 
Dixon_rhonda@  sbcglobal.net 

Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma 

John  P.  Proman,  Chief 
PO  Box  1527 
Miami,  OK  74355 
Ph(918)  540-2535,  ext.  12 
Pax  (918)  540-2538 
jfroman@peoriatribe.com 

Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians 

Matthew  J.  Wesaw,  Chairman 
PO  Box  180 
Dowagiac,  MI  49047 
Ph  (517)  719-5579 
Pax  (269)  782-9625 

Matthew .  wesaw  @  pokagonbank-nsn.  gov 

Mike  Zimmerman,  THPO 

PO  Box  180 

Dowagiac,  MI  49047 

Ph  (269)  782-9602 

Fax  (269)782-1817 

Michael. Zimmerman  @  pokagonband- 

nsn.gov 
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Shawnee  Tribe 

Jody  Hayes,  Tribe  Administrator 
POBox  189 
Miami,  OK  74355 
Ph(918)  542-2441 
shawneetribes  @  shawnee-tribe.com 

Ron  Sparkman,  Chairperson 

POBox  189 

Miami,  OK  74355 

Ph(918)  542-2441 

Fax  (918)  542-2922 

shawneetribes  @  shawnee-tribe.com 

Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa 
Indians  of  North  Dakota 

Kade  Ferris,  THPO 
PO  Box  900 
Belcourt,  ND  58316 
Ph  (701)  477-2604 
Fax  (701)  477-3593 
kade  @  tribalresources.com 

Merle  St.  Claire,  Chairman 
PO  Box  900 
Belcourt,  ND  58316 
Ph  (701)  477-2600 
Fax  (701)  477-6836 
Merle .  s  tclaire  @yahoo.com 

Wyandotte  Nation 

Billy  Friend,  Chief 
64700  East  Highway  60 
Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Ph(918)  678-2297 
Fax  (918)  678-2944 
bfriend  @  wyandotte-nation.org 

Sherri  Clemons,  THPO 
64700  East  Highway  60 
Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Ph(918)  678-2297,  ext.  244 
Eax(918)  678-2944 
sclemons  @  wyandotte-nation.org 
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PROGRAMMATIC  AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU, 

THE  OHIO  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE, 

AND  RICKENBACKER  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  STATION, 

REGARDING  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE  PROPOSED  KC-46A  BEDDOWN, 
RICKENBACKER  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  STATION,  FRANKLIN  COUNTY,  OHIO 

WHEREAS,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB),  as  a  Federal  Agency,  is  required  to  comply  with 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  §  470f)  (NHPA),  as  amended  and  its 
implementing  regulations  (36  CFR  Part  800)  Protection  of  Historic  Properties-,  and  NGB  provides 
federal  funding  and  guidance  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station  in  fulfillment  of  its 
Federal  mission;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  NGB  proposes  to  beddown  one  squadron  of  12  KC46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five 
alternative  locations  -  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas;  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix- 
Lakehurst,  New  Jersey;  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire;  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  or 
Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio  -  which  will  require  an  active  duty  associate  unit  to  be  Integrated  with 
Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  personnel  and  equipment,  enabling  joint  training  and  execution  of 
missions  using  ANG-assigned  aircraft;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  NGB  will  implement  construction  projects  associated  with  the  aircraft  beddown  at 
the  selected  installation  (Undertaking);  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS), 
buildings  885  and  888,  facilities  that  have  been  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places,  have  been  identified  in  the  Area  of  Potential  Effects  (APE)  and  may  be 
adversely  affected  by  required  alterations  to  support  the  KC-46A  beddown;  and 

WHEREAS,  due  to  the  timing  of  the  selection  process  for  the  l<C-46A  beddown  location,  and 
pursuant  to  Air  Force  Instruction  32-7065,  Chapter  1.3.6,  final  design  of  the  construction  projects 
cannot  be  undertaken  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  Section  106  process;  and 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  800,  the  NGB  has  consulted  with  the  Ohio  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  (Ohio  SHPO)  regarding  the  Undertaking  and  its  possible  effects  on  historic 
properties;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  NGB  has  consulted  with  Rickenbacker  ANGS  regarding  the  Undertaking  and  its 
possible  effects  on  historic  properties  and  has  invited  it  to  sign  this  agreement  as  an  invited 
signatory;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  NGB  has  made  a  reasonable  and  good  faith  effort  to  identify  Indian  Tribes  entitled 
to  be  consulting  parties,  and  those  invited  by  the  NGB  to  participate  in  the  Section  106  process 
have  chosen  not  to  do  so;  and 
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WHEREAS,  in  accordance  with  36  C.F.R.  §  800.6(a)(1),  the  NGB  has  notified  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)  of  its  intent  to  develop  this  agreement,  and  the  ACHP  has  chosen  not 
to  participate  in  consultation  pursuant  to  36  C.F.R.  §  800.6{a)(l){iii);  and 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  NGB,  the  Ohio  SHPO,  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS  agree  that  this  agreement  shall 
be  implemented  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  in  order  to  take  into  account  the 
effects  of  undertakings  on  historic  properties. 

STIPULATIONS 

I.  CONSULTATION 

A.  If  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected  to  be  the  KC-46A  MOB2  base,  then  the  NGB  shall  consult 
with  the  Ohio  SHPO  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  the  Undertaking  on  historic  properties. 

B.  Consultation  shall  begin  upon  selection  of  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  if  it  is  to  occur. 

C.  If  Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  selected,  NGB  staff  meeting  Professional  Qualification  Standards 
(48  fr  44716)  in  a  relevant  discipline  shall  analyze  project  designs  for  construction  projects 
associated  with  the  Undertaking  and  apply  the  criteria  of  adverse  effect  [36  CFR  Sectiort 
800.5(a)(1)].  The  NGB  will  then  submit  its  finding  regarding  the  effects  of  the  Undertaking 
on  historic  properties  to  the  Ohio  SHPO,  providing  the  information  and  analysis  required  by 
36  CFR  Section  800.11,  and  request  its  concurrence  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Sections 
800.5-6. 

1.  If  the  NGB  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  concur  that  the  Undertaking  will  have  no  adverse 
effect  on  historic  properties,  the  Section  106  process  will  have  been  completed. 

2.  If  the  NGB  and  the  Ohio  SHPO  concur  that  the  Undertaking  will  adversely  affect 
historic  properties,  the  NGB,  the  Ohio  SHPO,  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS  shall  continue 
consultation  to  consider  alternatives  that  would  avoid,  minimize,  or  mitigate 
adverse  effects  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Section  800.6(a). 

D.  No  construction  projects  related  to  this  Undertaking  shall  take  place  before  either  the  NGB  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  concur  that  the  Undertaking  will  have  no  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  or 
adverse  effects  resulting  from  the  Undertaking  have  been  mitigated  through  the  execution  of  a 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Section  800.6(b), 


II.  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION 

Should  any  signatory  to  this  agreement  object  at  any  time  to  any  actions  proposed  or  the  manner 
in  which  the  terms  of  this  agreement  are  implemented,  the  NGB  shall  consult  with  the  objecting 
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party  to  resolve  the  objection.  If  the  NGB  determines  that  such  objection  cannot  be  resolved,  the 
IMGB  shall: 

A.  Forward  all  documentation  relevant  to  the  dispute.  Including  the  NGB's  proposed 
resolution,  to  the  ACHP.  The  ACHP  shall  provide  the  IMGB  with  its  advice  on  the  resolution 
of  the  objection  within  thirty  (30)  days  of  receiving  adequate  documentation.  Prior  to 
reaching  a  final  decision  on  the  dispute,  the  NGB  shall  prepare  a  written  response  that 
takes  into  account  any  timeiy  advice  or  comments  regarding  the  dispute  from  the  ACHP, 
the  Ohio  SHPO,  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and  provide  them  with  a  copy  of  this  written 
response.  The  NGB  will  then  proceed  according  to  its  final  decision. 

B.  If  the  ACHP  does  not  provide  its  advice  regarding  the  dispute  within  the  thirty  (30)  day  time 
period,  the  NGB  may  make  a  final  decision  on  the  dispute  and  proceed  accordingly.  Prior 
to  reaching  such  a  final  decision,  the  NGB  shall  prepare  a  written  response  that  takes  into 
account  any  timely  comments  regarding  the  dispute  from  the  Ohio  SHPO  and  Rickenbacker 
ANGS  to  the  agreement,  and  provide  it  and  the  ACHP  with  a  copy  of  such  written  response. 

C.  The  NGB's  responsibility  to  carry  out  all  other  actions  subject  to  the  terms  of  this 
agreement  that  are  not  the  subject  of  the  dispute  remain  unchanged. 

III.  DURATION 

This  agreement  will  continue  in  full  force  until  December  31,  2019,  and  may  be  reviewed  for 
modifications,  termination,  or  renewal  before  this  date  has  passed. 

IV.  AMENDMENT 

At  the  request  of  the  NGB,  the  Ohio  SHPO,  or  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  this  agreement  may  be 
reviewed  for  modifications  at  any  time.  This  agreement  may  be  amended  when  such  an 
amendment  is  agreed  to  in  writing  by  all  signatories.  The  amendment  will  be  effective  on  the  date 
the  NGB  files  a  copy  signed  by  all  of  the  signatories  with  the  ACHP. 

V.  TERMINATION 

If  any  signatory  to  this  agreement  determines  that  its  terms  will  not  or  cannot  be  carried  out,  that 
party  shall  immediately  consult  with  the  other  parties  to  attempt  to  develop  an  amendment  per 
Stipulation  IV,  above.  If  within  thirty  (30)  days  an  amendment  cannot  be  reached,  any  signatory 
may  terminate  the  agreement  upon  written  notification  to  the  other  signatories. 

EXECUTION  of  this  agreement  by  the  NGB,  the  Ohio  SHPO,  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and 
implementation  of  its  terms  evidence  that  the  NGB  has  taken  into  account  the  effects  of  this 
proposed  Undertaking  on  historic  properties  and  has  afforded  the  ACHP  an  opportunity  to 
comment 
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RICKENBACKER  ANGS  MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
SIGNATURE  PAGE 

NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

Rigl  Illy  sigr.M  by 

SARTORIPETE 

R.A.1OO81O4120  n:S.«Aloi<l.tE1i;K  <1.1004104120 

t>«l»:2ni4CSOOli>Q6.IO  0400' 

PETER  A.  SARTORi,  Colonel,  USAF 
Director,  Installations  and  Mission  Support 
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RICKENBACKER  ANGS  MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
SIGNATURE  PAGE 


FOR  RICKENBACKER  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  STATION 


Digitally  signed  by 
JOf'JES.JAMES.V,1076022182 
Date:  2014.05.06  15:06:18  -04'00' 

JAMES  JONES,  COLONEL,  OHANG 
Wing  Commander,  121  Air  Refueling  Wing 
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RICKENBACKER  ANQS  MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
SIGNATURE  PAGE 


FOR  THE  OHIO  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 


MARK  EPSTEIN 


Date 


Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  for  Resource  Protection 
and  Review  Ohio  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
Among  the 

Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center, 

190th  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 

and 

Kansas  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Pursuant  to  36  CFR  800.6(c) 

(Regarding  modifications  and  changes  to 
Building  679  Squad  Operations 
Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas 


WHEREAS,  The  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG)  is  a  component  of  the  Air 
National  Guard  Directorate  within  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  and  Sejc.  106  of 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  USC  Sec.  470F)  (NHPA)  and 
associated  Federal  regulations  (36  CFR  Part  800)  apply  to  Air  National  Guard 
“undertakings”  as  defined  in  the  NHPA  and  36  CFR  Sec.  800.16(y);  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center  (ANGRC)  serves  as 
Headquarters  for  the  Federal  entity  initiating  consultation  under  Sec.  106  for  this 
proposed  action;  and 

WHEREAS,  Building  679,  located  at  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guardi  Base, 
Topeka,  KS,  was  constructed  in  1958  during  the  Cold  War  for  the  Strategic  Air 
Command  as  an  Alert  Mission  Readiness  Crew  Building  (31 ,044  square  feet)  is 
now  used  as  an  Operations  Building;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  is  the  current  Building  679 
footprint;  as  shown  in  attachment  3;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  190th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW)  is  stationed  at  Forbes  Field  Air 
National  Guard  Base  and  has  sought  to  contact  the  public  regarding  this 
■undertaking  through  its  retirees’  organization,  the  “Past  &  Active  Kansas 
Coyotes”  and  having  received  no  public  comment;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  190th  ARW  complies  with  NHPA  requirements  pursuant  to  Air 
Force  Instruction  32-7065,  Cultural  Resources  Management;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  190th  ARW  has  determined  that  there  are  no  Federally- 
recognized  Indian  Tribes  that  attach  traditional  religious  and  cultural  importance 
to  the  structure  and  landscape  within  the  APE;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  190th  ARW  intends  to  modify  and  alter  Building  679,  an 
undertaking  that  will  constitute  an  adverse  effect  on  the  building,  which  the  KS 
ANG  has  determined  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historical 
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Places  under  criteria  A  and  C  and  the  190th  ARW  has  consulted  with  the  Kansas 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (KS  SHPO)  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  800,  and 

WHEREAS,  In  accordance  with  36  CFR  Sec.  800.6(a)(1),  the  190th  ARW 
notified  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Council)  of  this 
consultation  on  October  8,  2008  and  on  October  24,  2008,  the  Council 
responded  in  writing  that  it  did  not  wish  to  participate  in  consultation  pursuant  to 
36  CFR  Sec.  800.6(a)(1)(iii). 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  the  ANGRC,  KS  SHPO  and  the  190th  ARW  agree  that  the 
undertaking  shall  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations. 

STIPULATIONS 

The  190th  ARW  shall: 

I.  INTERPRETATION  -  Create  a  display  case  to  house  the  original  Building 
679  architectural  documents  and  photographs,  as  well  as  a  history  of  the  building 
developed  from  the  “Cultural  Resources  Survey  and  Evaluation  Report  for 
Kansas  Air  National  Guard  Properties  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka,  Kansas"  (ANG 
2008).  This  display  will  be  located  in  the  building’s  entry  corridor  to  facilitate 
access.  The  190th  ARW  shall  afford  the  KS  SHPO  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  conceptual  drawings  for  the  display  prior  to  design  completion.  The  KS 
SHPO  will  have  30  days  from  date  of  receipt  to  comment  on  the  display  design 

II.  UNANTICIPATED  DISCOVERIES  -  If  historic  properties  are  discovered  or 
unanticipated  effects  on  historic  properties  are  found  during  the  implementation 
of  this  undertaking,  the  190th  ARW  shall  consult  with  the  KS  SHPO  pursuant  to 
36  CFR  §800.4  to  determine  appropriate  measures  to  treat  the  discovery. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  STIPULATIONS 

I.  The  State  of  Kansas  and  the  1 90th  ARW  do  not  waive  their  sovereign 
immunity  by  entering  into  this  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA),  and  each  fully 
retains  all  immunities  and  defenses  with  respect  to  any  action  based  on,  or 
occurring  as  a  result  of.  this  MOA; 

II.  This  MOA  represents  the  entire  and  integrated  agreement  between  the 
parties  and  supersedes  all  prior  negotiations,  representations  and  agreements, 
whether  written  or  oral,  regarding  Section  106  review  of  the  effects  of  the 
undertaking  on  Building  679  and  the  integrity  of  setting. 
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III.  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION  -  Should  the  KS  SHPO  object  within  thirty  (30) 
days  to  any  actions  proposed  or  carried  out  pursuant  to  this  agreement,  the 
190th  ARW  shall  consult  with  the  KS  SHPO  to  resolve  the  objection. 

A.  At  any  time  during  the  implementation  of  the  measures  stipulated  in  this 
agreement,  should  an  objection  to  any  such  measure  or  its  manner  of 
implementation  be  raised  by  a  member  of  the  public  or  one  of  the  parties  to  this 
agreement,  the  190th  ARW  shall  take  the  objection  into  account  and  consult  as 
needed  with  the  objecting  party  and  if  necessary,  the  KS  SHPO. 

B.  If  a  dispute  as  described  in  III.  A.  above  cannot  be  resolved,  then  the  190th 
ARW  will  notify  the  ANGRC  and  the  Council,  to  resolve  the  objection.  The  190th 
ARW  and  ANGRC  shall  request  further  comments  from  the  Council  pursuant  to 
36  CFR  800.6(b).  Any  Council  comment  provided  in  response  to  such  a  request 
shall  be  taken  into  account  by  the  190th  ARW  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Part 
800  with  reference  only  to  the  subject  of  the  dispute.  The  190th  ARW’s 
responsibility  to  carry  out  all  actions  under  this  agreement  that  are  not  the  subject 
of  the  dispute  will  remain  unchanged. 

C.  The  190th  ARW  shall  consider  non-signatory  objections  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  terms  of  the  agreement  are  implemented.  If  the  objection  cannot  be 
resolved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  190th  ARW  and  the  objecting  party,  the  190th 
ARW  shall  request  the  signatories  to  provide  their  opinion  on  the  matter.  Prior  to 
making  a  final  decision  on  the  matter,  the  190th  ARW  shall  take  into  account  all 
the  signatory  opinions  received  within  15  days  of  the  request. 

C.  Nothing  in  this  Section  shall  be  construed  or  interpreted  as  a  waiver  of  any 
judicial  remedy  that  would  be  available  to  any  party  to  this  MOA. 

IV.  AMENDMENTS  -  Any  signatory  to  this  MOA  may  request  that  the  other 
signatories  consider  amending  it  if  circumstances  change  over  time  and  warrant 
revision  of  the  stipulations.  Amendments  will  be  executed  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  original  MOA  and  shall  be  governed  by  36  CFR  800.6. 

V.  EXECUTION  -  Execution  of  this  MOA  by  the  1 90th  ARW  and  the  KS 
SHPO  through  the  submission  of  documentation  and  filing  of  a  final  copy  of  this 
MOA  with  the  Council  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Sec.  800.6(b)(1)(iv)  and 
implementation  of  its  terms  is  evidence  that  the  Council  has  taken  into  account 
the  effects  of  this  undertaking  on  historic  properties  and  has  been  afforded  an 
opportunity  to  comment. 

VI.  ANTI-DEFICIENCY  ACT  COMPLIANCE-  All  requirements  set  forth  in 
this  MOA  requiring  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  are  expressly  subject  to  the 
availability  of  appropriations  and  the  requirements  of  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act  (31 
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use  Section  1341)  No  obligation  undertaken  by  the  190th  ARW  under  the  terms 
of  this  MOA  shall  require  or  be  interpreted  to  require  a  commitment  to  expend 
funds  not  appropriated  for  that  purpose. 

VII.  TERMINATION  -  A.  Any  party  to  this  agreement  may  terminate  it  by 
providing  thirty  (30)  days  written  notice  to  the  other  parties,  provided  that  the 
parties  consult  during  the  period  prior  to  termination  to  seek  agreement  on 
amendments  or  other  actions  that  will  avoid  termination. 

B.  In  the  event  of  termination,  the  190th  ARW,  in  consultation  with  the  KS  SHPO, 
will  determine  how  to  carry  out  the  190th  ARW’s  responsibilities  under  Section 
106  in  a  manner  consistent  with  applicable  provisions  of  36  CFR  Part  800. 

VIII.  SUNSET  TERMS  -  This  MOA  will  remain  in  effect  for  ten  (1 0)  years  from 
the  date  of  execution. 


SIGNATORIES 
Air  National  Guard  Readim 


enter 


CRAIG  AT  Rpf^Lt  Col,  USAF 
Deputy  Chie^^^reset  Management  Division 

Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base 


Date: 


By:  _ Date:^^ 

KEITH  I.  LANG,  Colonel,  KSANG  ^ 

Commander 


Kansas  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


•Jennie  Chinn,  Executive  Director 
Kansas  State  Historic  Society 


Date: 


MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
between  FORBES  FIELD  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  BASE  and 
the  KANSAS  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 
regarding  nrtodificatione  and  changes  to  BUILDING  679 
4  Of  5 
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Attachments: 

1 .  Drawing.  Approximate  Existing  Conditions 

2.  Drawing,  Overhead  view  from  Southwest 

3.  Map,  Forbes  Field 

4.  Photo,  Building  679,  Forbes  Field 


MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
between  FORBES  FIELD  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  BASE  and 
the  KANSAS  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 
regarding  modifications  and  changes  to  BUILDING  679 
5  Of  5 
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S/UU6^ 


>s  Field  Cultural  Resource  Survey 

Parcel  1  (ANG)  [e 

O  Shovel  Test  Point  ^ 

Surveyed  Building  | 

I  \  NRHP  Eligible  Building  ^  i 

I  “]  KS  ANG  Boundary  IH  ^ 


Figure  4-1 .  Parcel  1  Forbes  Field  ANG  Base  -  Cultural  Resources  Survey  Coverage  Map 
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KANSAS  KSR&C  No 

Kansas  State  Historical  Society  KATHLEEN  SEBELIUS,  GOVERNOR 

Patrick  Zoliner,  Director,  Cultural  Re.tources  Division 


June  18,  2008  , 

Maijorie  Nowick 

Engineering-Environmental  Management,  Inc. 

9563  South  Kingston  Court 
Englewood,  CO  80112 

» 

Re:  Cultural  Resources  Survey  of  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base 

Shawnee  County 

Dear  Ms.  Nowick: 

In  accordance  with  36  CFR  800,  the  Kansas  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  has 
reviewed  a  report  entitled  Cultural  Resources  Survey  and  Evaluation  Report  for  Kansas 
Air  National  Guard  Properties  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka,  Kansas,  by  Matjorie  Nowick  of 
Engineering-Environmental  Management,  Inc.  We  find  the  report  to  be  acceptable  and 
concur  with  its  conclusion  that  Building  679  is  potentially  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Our  office  also  concurs  with  the  determination  that 
the  other  buildings  surveyed  are  not  eligible  at  this  time. 

We  further  conclude  that  the  archeological  investigations  described  in  the  report  are 
sufficient  and  concur  with  the  recommendation  that  no  further  survey  or  testing  will  be 
necessary. 

Before  receiving  your  survey  and  report,  our  office  reviewed  and  cleared  a  proposed 
renovation  project  for  Building  679  in  a  letter  dated  May  6,  2008.  Upon  receipt  of  your 
report  with  new  information  regarding  the  eligibility  of  Building  679,  we  contacted  Mark 
Green  at  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  and  asked  that  the  project  be  placed  on  hold. 
Since  the  proposed  project  will  drastically  alter  Building  679,  we  have  determined  that  it 
will  constitute  an  adverse  effect.  At  this  point,  we  would  like  to  consult  with  the  Kansas 
Air  National  Guard  to  explore  ways  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  adverse  effect. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  comment.  Please  submit  any  comments  to 
Julie  Weisgerber  at  785-272-8681,  ext  226. 


6425  SW  Sixth  Avenue  •  Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 

Phone  785-272-8681  Ext.  217  •  Fax  785-272-8682  •  Email  p«)llncr@kshs.org  •  TTY  785-272-8685 

www.kshs.org 
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CC;  Jan  Gray  Yagley,  Cultural  Resources  Program  Manager,  Air  National  Guard 
Matt  Nowskowski,  NEPA  and  Cultural  Resources  Technical  Advisor 
Major  Mark  Green,  KSANG,  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base 
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New  Hampshire  Dh'Ision  of  Historical  Resources 

405-2ri-54d3 
60S-ir;.355S 


Stai^of  \'e\N-  Hdtne'Kire-,  DepartmenicrCulturAl  TJesoui’cc.^ 

1*3  PilKbLn'  Siree:*  Coj^cord,  NH0?3:i-3?"n 


TDD  Access:  Rcliv  NH  l-K'>755-:5eH 


FAX  605-271-3433 
p.’V<cr;  r 


Febmar\’  5. 2009 

David  A.  Kyluiid,  GS-12 
NH  Air  Natrona]  Guard 
I??  AR\V;EM 
302  Newmarket  Sneet 
Pease  ANGB,  NH  03803-01 57 


Dea’-  Mi.  Nvlund, 


Thank  you  for  requesting  a  determination  of  Nahonal  Register  elrgibilitv'  for  the  area  listed 
beiow.  As  requested,  the  Division  of  Historical  Resources'  Determination  of  Eligibility 
Committee  has  reviewed  the  DMRArea  Form  prepared  by  vou;  based  on  tire  inlormation 
available,  the  DOE  Committee's  evaluation  of  National  Register  eligibility  is; 

TOUTM/CITV  PKOPERTA'  DFrERMlXATIO.N 

Newmgton  Pease  International  Tradeport,  NIVN-P.AFB  Not  Eligible 

A  copy  of  the  DHR  evaluation  form  is  attached  for  your  use  The  inventory  data  and  the 
evaluation  will  also  be  added  to  Q\e  statewide  survev  database  for  historic  properties  in  New 
Hampshire. 

Please  call  VIar-\-  Kate  Ryan  (271-6435)  if  you  have  questions. 

Sincetelv, 

Christma  St.Lours 
Program  Specialist 

Enclosure 

cc:  Elizabeth  Muzzey,  Director  !  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

William  Rutter,  SAIC,  lire. 
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NH  Division  of  Historical  Resources 
Determination  of  Eligibility  (DOE) 


Date  received:  12/24/2008 
Date  of  group  review:  1/14/2009 
DHR  staff:  Nadine 

Property  name:  Pease  Air  Force  Base 


■y  #:  “NfA"  Wwvi''  PAPS’ 


inventory#:  -NfA-  1 

Area:  Pease  AFB 
T own/City:  Ne'A'ington 
County:  Rockingham 


Address:  Pease  International  Tradeport  Pease  Blvd. /Newington  Road,,  Aboretum  Dr. 


Reviewed  for:  [X]R&C  nPTl  []NR  [  JSR  []Survey  [  ]0ther 

_ NH  Air  National  Guard  _ 

Individual  Properties  Districts 

NR  SR  NR  S 

[]  []Eligible  []^ 

[  ]  [  lEligible,  also  in  district  [X]  [/ 

[j  [  JEligible.  in  district  []  [ 

[X]  [XJNot  eligible  []  [ 

[  ]  [  IMcre  information  needed 

[  i  [  ]Not  evaluated  for  individual  eligibility 


Districts 

NR  SR 

[]  [JEligible 

[X]  [XJNot  eligible 

't  ]  [  JMore  information  needed 

i  i  [  ]Not  evaluated  @  district 


Integrity:  [XJLocafiori  [JDesign 

[  JWorkmanship  [  JFeeling 


[  JSetting  [  JMateriais 

[  JAsscciation 


Criteria:  [  ]A.  Event  [  ]B.  Person  [  JC.  Architecture/Engineering 

[  ]D.  Archaeology  [  ]E.  Exception 

Level:  [ILocal  [  IState  [JNational 

STATEMENT  OF  SIGNIFICANCE: 

□  IF  THIS  PROPERTY  IS  REVIEWED  IN  THE  FUTURE,  ADDITIONAL  DOCUMENTATION  WILL  BE  NEEDED. 

This  area  form  evaluates  218  acres  of  a  former  air  base  originally  containing  4,300+  acres,  consisting  of 
functional  mil  tary  buildings  and  structures  clustering  in  the  northeast  quadrant  of  the  Pease  International 
Tradeport,  a  commercial  park  redeveloped  across  most  of  the  former  air  force  base.  Field  reconnaissance, 
archival  and  literature  research,  photography,  and  assessment  of  the  Pease  building  assemblage  dating  to  the  ^ 
Cold  War  period  (prior  to  1990)  resulted  in  the  determination  that  none  of  the  structures  meet  the  criteria  for  listing 
in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  either  individually  cr  as  a  historic  district.  The  area  is  characterizeo  by 
its  incomplete,  scattered  and  Incohesive  character  of  surviving  buildings  and  structures,  many  of  which  have  teen 
heavily  altered  or  removed. 

/ 

/ 

fS^ENTERED  INTO  DATABASE 
ACREAGE:218 

PERIOD  OF  SIGNIFICANCE:  N,/A 
AREA  OF  SIGNIFICANCE;  N/A 
BOUNDARY; 

SURVEYOR:  William  Rutter,  SAIC,  Inc. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ^ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

FOLLOW-UP:  Notify  agency  and  consultant.  Thank  you  for  the  high-quality  submittal  following  NHDHR 
guidelines. 


Filial  DOE  approv 
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New  Hampshire  Division'  of  Historical  Resources 


State  otNew  Hampshire.  Departn’.entof  Culfarai  Kcsouicss 
19  Fillsbu ry  Street.  Concord.  NH  03301-5570 
TDD  Access;  Reliiv  XH  l-SC'0-735-296i 

February  19,  2009 

David  Kylund 
Environmental  Manager 
NHANG 
157  ARW/EM 
302  Newmarket  Street 
Pease  ANGB,  KH  03803-0157 

Re:  Review  of  Draft  Final  Cultural  Resources  Suit’ey  (CRS) 

Historic  District  Area  Form  Pease  AFB 
Pease  ANGB,  NH 

Dear  Mr.  Nylund: 

In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  U.S.  C.  470),  and  with  federal 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  regulations.  Protection  of  Historic  Properties  (36  CFR  Part  800),  the 
New  Hainpsliire  Division  of  Historical  Resources  (DHR)/ State  Historic  Preservation  Office  has  review  ed  the 
information  submitted  on  December  3,  2008  and  December  24,  2008  in  regards  to  the  above-referenced  property. 
.4  Cultural  Resources  Survey  and  a  Historic  District  Area  Form  for  Pease  .AFB  were  submitted.  The  area  form 
evaluated  2 1 8  acres  of  the  former  air  base  originally  containing  4,300+  acres,  consisting  of  functional  military 
buildings  and  structures  clustering  in  the  northeast  quadrant  of  the  Pease  International  Tradeport,  a  commercial 
pai'k  redeveloped  across  most  of  the  former  air  force  base.  The  DHR  concurred  that  none  of  the  structures  meet 
the  criteria  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  either  individually  or  as  a  Iiistoric  district.  With 
respect  to  archaeological  resources,  DHR  staff  concurs  ivith  the  findings  in  the  Cultural  Resources  Survey, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Elizabeth  H.  Muzzey 

Director/State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


(503-271-34B3 
603-271-3558 
FAX  i?:-3-27'i-?433 
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Commonwealth  of  Penssylvama 
Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum  Commission 
Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation 
Commonwealth  Keystone  Building,  2°*  Floor 
400  hloith  Street 
Hairabnis,  PA  17120-0093 
www.phmc.stttle.pa.us 

April  22, 201 1 

John  Tower,  LTC,  PA  ANG 
Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard 
Headquarters  171“  Air  Refueling  Wing 
Pittsburgh  International  Airport 
Coraopolis,  PA  15108 

Re:  ER  85-1695-003-000 

DOD:  Renovation  of  Maintenance  Hangers,  Buildings  301  and  302 
171“  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard, 

Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  Findlay  Township,  Allegheny  County 

Dear  Ltc,  Tower: 

The  Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation  (the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office)  has 
reviewed  the  above  named  project  in  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  in  1980  and  1992,  and  the  regulations  (36 
CFR  Part  800)  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  as  revised  in  1999  and 
2004.  These  regulations  require  consideration  of  the  project's  potential  effect  upon  both 
historic  and  archaeological  resources. 

We  concur  with  the  findings  of  the  agency  that  the  following  properties  are  not 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  due  to  a  loss  of  integrity. 

Hangers  301  and  302,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport 
Findlay  Township,  Allegheny  County 

If  you  need  further  information  in  this  matter  please  consult  Susan  Zachcr  at  (717) 
783-9920. 


AM/smz 


Sincerely, 


Andrea  L.  MacDonald,  Chief 
Division  of  Preservation  Services 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


Appendix  B4  Relevant  Historic  Correspondence 


B4-15 


Final  -  June  2014 


Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum  Commission 
Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation 
Commonwealth  Keystone  Building,  2“*  Floor 
400  North  Street 
Harrisburg,  PA  17120-0093 
www.phmc.slale.pa.us 

13  December  2011 

Teresa  Rudolph 

TEC,  Inc.  -pc  'r-'r-':’.'  '  ■  USE 

250  Bobwhite  Court,  Suite  200  0i  hlUViSER 

Boise,  ID  83706 

Re:  ER#  1985-1695-003-RRR 

DOD:  Draft  Final  Cultural  Resource  Survey, 
171“  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Findlay 
Township,  Allegheny  County 

Dear  Ms.  Rudolph: 

The  Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation  (the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office)  has 
reviewed  the  above  named  project  in  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  in  1980  and  1992,  and  the  regulations  (36  CFR  Part  800) 
of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  as  revised  in  1999  and  2004.  These  regulations 
require  consideration  of  the  project's  potential  effect  upon  both  historic  and  archaeological 
resources. 

Archaeology 

This  report  meets  our  standards  and  specifications  as  outlined  in  Guidelines  for 
Archaeological  Investigations  in  Pennsylvania  (BHP  2008)  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Guidelines  for  Archaeological  Documentation.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  portion  of  the 
Colfer/Rieck  Farm  Site  (36AL0626)  within  the  area-of-potential-effect  (APE)  would  not 
contribute  to  the  eligibility  of  the  overall  resource  and  no  further  archaeological  work  is 
necessary  for  this  project.  Should  the  scope  of  the  project  change  and  ground  disturbance  outside 
of  the  current  facility  fencing  be  undertaken,  additional  archaeologiced  investigation  may  be 
necessary. 

Please  send  three  copies  of  the  final  report  (one  unbound  and  all  with  original 
photographs)  for  our  files  and  distribution  to  the  various  repositories. 


Historic  Structures 

Thank  you  for  including  a  Historic  Resource  Survey  form  for  the  facility  in  your 
archaeological  report.  We  are  unable  to  process  this  bound  copy  cannot  be  forwarded  for  National 
Register  review.  Please  submit  an  unbound  copy  of  the  form,  maps  and  any  photos  showing  the 
buildings. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 


B4-16 


Appendix  B4  Relevant  Historic  Correspondence 


Final  -  June  2014 


Page  2 

12/13/2011 

Ms.  Rudolph 

ER  1985-1 695-003-RRR 

If  you  need  further  information  regarding  archaeological  resources,  please  contact  Kira 
Heinrich  at  (71 7)  705-0700.  If  you  need  further  information  concerning  historic  structures,  please 
contact  Susan  Zacher  at  (717)  783-9920. 

Sincerely, 


) 

Douglas  C.  McLearen,  Chief 
Division  of  Archaeology  & 

Protection 


DCM/kmh 
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OHIO 

HISTORY 

fl 

August  23,  2007 

Matt  Nowakowski 

National  Guard  Bureau  NGB/A7CVN 
Conaway  Hall  -  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center 
3500  Fetchet  Avenue 
Andrews  AFB,  MD  20762 

Re:  121  ARW  Ohio  ANG,  Rickenbacker  lAP,  Draft  Final  Cultural  Resourees  Survey 
Hamilton  Township,  Franklin  County,  Ohio 

Dear  Mr.  Nowakowski, 

This  is  in  response  to  correspondence  from  Roger  A.  Jones,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard,  dated  May 
16, 2007  (received  May  18)  regarding  cultural  resource  management  program  development  at 
Rickenbacker  lAP.  The  comments  of  the  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office  (OHPO)  are  submitted 
in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  470). 

The  report  documents  archaeological  and  architectural  surveys  of  the  portion  of  Rickenbacker  that 
is  occupied  by  the  I21*‘  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard.  We  have  further  comments 
on  this,  below.  We  agree  that  the  surveys  fulfill  National  Guard  Bureau  responsibilities  to  identify 
historic  properties  in  this  portion  of  Rickenbacker.  We  also  agree  that  the  buildings  and  structures 
included  in  and  evaluated  as  part  of  this  survey  within  this  portion  are  not  part  of  a  larger  historic 
district.  The  archaeological  survey  included  background  review,  pedestrian  walk-over,  and  shovel 
testing.  The  results  of  the  archaeological  survey  include  the  identification  of  2  archaeological  sites, 
both  isolated  finds.  We  concur  that  sites  33-FR-2652  and  33-FR-2653  do  not  meet  National 
Register  eligibility  criteria  and  do  not  warrant  further  investigations.  We  agree  that  no  further 
archaeological  survey  is  necessary  for  this  portion  of  Rickenbacker.  We  recommend  that  the 
Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan  should  provide  for  contingencies  if  archaeological  deposits 
are  identified  in  the  future.  The  architectural  survey  included  systematic  recording  of  18  buildings 
and  structures  within  the  121“  AFW  portion  of  Rickenbacker.  Recordation  and  evaluation  was 
based  on  the  context  developed  for  this  survey.  We  agree  that  the  two  maintenance  hangars. 
Building  885  and  Building  888  should  be  regarded  as  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  These  two  buildings  are  recorded  as  Ohio  Historic  Inventory  FRA-9632-25  and 
FRA-9634-25.  We  also  agree  that  the  following  buildings  and  structures  do  not  meet  National 
Register  eligibility  criteria:  670,  846,  849,  872,  873,  875,  879,  880,  882,  887,  91 1, 913,  and  916. 
(See  attached  list  that  provides  corresponding  Ohio  Historic  Inventory  numbers  for  building 
numbers.) 


OHIO  RISTOKICAL  SOCIETV 
Ohio  Hhtoric  Fmervation  Office 

547  Hudson  StwL  Coiurabus.  Ohio  43211-1030  ph-  614.29S.200C  f»:  6U.298.2037 
www.ohiohislory.org 
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Mr.  Matt  Nowakowski 
August  23, 2007 
Page  2 


The  Pilots’  Memorial  Monuments  site  (described  in  the  draft  report  as  Building  805)  is  a  modem 
commemorative  memorial  that  includes  static,  and  sometimes  temporary,  displays.  These  kinds  of 
cultural  resources  are  difficult  to  deal  with  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  This 
memorial  is  important.  We  recommend  that  this  memorial  site  should  be  specifically  included  and 
given  separate  consideration  in  the  Culmral  Resources  Management  Plan. 

As  shown  in  Figure  5-1  on  Page  5-3,  the  121”  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW)  occupies  a  portion  of 
the  Rickenbacker  International  Airport  (Rickenbackcr  lAP).  Rickenbacker  lAP  is  a  relatively 
recent  redesignation  and  many  folks  still  commonly  refer  to  this  as  Rickenbacker  Air  Force  Base. 
At  several  places  the  draft  report  appears  to  use  almost  interchangeably  the  terms  121”  ARW  and 
Rickenbackcr  and  we  are  concerned  that  this  can  cause  confusion.  For  example,  see  the  opening 
sentence  on  Page  5-1 .  There  have  been  several  surveys  that  included  recordation  of  architectural 
properties  within  or  adjacent  to  Rickenbacker,  but  this  current  survey  only  included  1 8  buildings 
and  structures  within  the  121”  ARW  portion  of  Rickenbacker.  Because  this  interchanging  use  of 
Rickenbacker  and  121”  ARW  occurs  in  several  places  we  recommend  some  editing  to  make  sure 
that  the  scope  of  the  present  survey  is  clearly  distinguished.  As  noted  above,  we  agree  that  the 
scope  of  the  current  archaeological  and  architectural  survey  is  appropriate  and  fulfills  National 
Guard  Bureau  responsibilities  to  complete  the  inventory  of  cultural  resources  within  the  121“ 

ARW,  Ohio  Air  Force  National  Guard,  portion  of  Rickenbacker  LAP. 

The  report  is  readable  and  relatively  firee  of  typographical  errors.  In  order  to  improve  a  little  bit  the 
readability  and  to  provide  some  minor  clarification,  we  suggest  a  number  of  editorial  changes  to 
assist  in  final  editing.  As  previously  noted,  it  is  important  to  clarify  the  scope  of  the  survey  versus 
the  extent  of  the  entire  airport.  And  we  have  also  noted  that  Building  805  is  a  site.  The  township, 
Hamilton,  should  be  added  to  the  title.  In  the  Abstract,  in  the  third  sentence  of  the  second 
paragraph,  we  suggest  adding  that  the  assessment  is  of  the  1 8  buildings  of  the  1 2 1  ”  ARW  building 
assemblage.  As  currently  written  it  appears  that  there  were  1 2 1  buildings  assessed.  On  Page  1  - 1 , 
as  noted  in  copy,  clarification  is  needed  for  the  “...104  FW  ”  reference.  And,  beginning  on  Page 
1-1  and  throughout,  it  would  be  helpful  to  make  sure  that  121  ARW  is  12l“  ARW.  You  have 
noted  the  change  on  Page  2-7.  On  Page  2-15,  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph  (lines  10-14)  is 
confusing.  We  recommend  shortening  this  section  considerably.  Your  change  on  Page  2-20  is 
noted.  On  Page  2-24,  line  7,  change  undermine  to  another  word  -  perhaps  dispel.  On  Page  3-1 
there  is  a  reference  to  massive  ground  disturbance  throughout  virtually  all  of  Rickenbacker.  We 
arc  not  certain  that  this  is  true.  It  is  certainly  true  for  the  121”  ARW  portion.  It  still  appears  to  us 
that  there  are  strips  of  land  along  the  southeast  comer  of  Rickenbacker  where  archaeological  survey 
has  not  been  conducted,  or  even  considered.  On  Page  5-13,  Figure  5-9,  it  appears  that  the 
photograph  shows  the  southwest  and  soutlieast  elevations.  On  Page  5-19,  Building  882  is  a 
struemre.  On  Page  5-23,  Figure  5-18,  photograph  appears  to  show  the  northwest  and  southwest 
elevations.  On  Page  5-23,  bottom,  line  17,  ...its  appearance  and  plan  have  (not  has)  been. ..  On 
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Page  5-24,  Figure  5-19,  photograph  appears  to  show  northeast  and  southeast  elevations.  On  Page 
5-34,  the  light  poles  (Building  81004)  are  structures.  On  Page  6-1,  line  13,  the  guidelines  have 
been  consulted  (maybe  some  other  word?  "Employed”  doesn’t  sound  right  to  our  ears.)  Your 
change  on  Page  7-3  is  noted.  Figure  7-1  doesn’t  include  options  for  seeking  public  input,  it  should. 

Please  make  sure  tliat  original  inventory  forms  have  been  submitted  to  the  Ohio  Historic 
Preservation  Office.  We  don’t  have  an  inventory  form  for  Building  886  (see  in  text  and  appendix). 
From  the  description  we  don’t  need  a  form  for  Building  886,  but  a  form  for  Building  887  would  be 
helpful  (see  attached).  From  the  description  (a  small,  plain,  electrical  utility  shed)  we  don’t  need  a 
photograph  of  Building  886. 

In  addition  to  providing  a  report  of  a  cultural  resources  management  survey,  the  report  also  offers  a 
good  deal  of  information  on  maintaining  cultural  resources  as  an  integral  part  of  the  environmental 
review  process  within  the  121**  ARW,  Ohio  Air  Force  National  Guard.  And,  it  is  our 
understanding  that  this  part  of  the  report  will  provide  the  foundation  for  developing  an  agreement 
with  the  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Ofiice  that  establishes  authority  for  the  Ohio  Air  Force 
National  Guard  to  complete,  as  stipulated  in  the  agreement.  Section  106  reviews  without  requiring 
separate  OHPO  concurrence.  Provided  that  we  follow  the  provisions  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  we  believe  that  it  is  appropriate  and  beneficial  for  agencies  to  assume 
responsibility  for  managing  historic  properties  and  for  directing  Section  106  reviews.  We 
encourage  the  National  Guard  Bureau  and  the  Ohio  Air  Force  National  Guard  to  continue  the 
development  of  a  programmatic  agreement  towards  these  ends. 

One  of  the  reasons  that  we  stress  the  importance  of  completing  Ohio  Historic  Inventory  forms  for 
historic  properties  is  that  these  inventory  forms  provide  a  vitally  important  foundation  that  will 
support  future  decisions.  Reaching  decisions  on  maintenance  will  be  facilitated  by  careful  attention 
to  detail  in  these  beginning  steps.  We  are  not  providing  here  final  comments  on  the  Ohio  Historic 
Inventory  forms  or  on  the  descriptions  of  Buildings  885  and  888.  Additional  comments  on 
inventory  forms  will  be  provided  in  the  near  future  under  separate  cover. 

In  many  ways  the  report  succeeds  in  laying  out  some  broad  preservation  objectives,  but  we  believe 
that  much  more  work  is  needed  to  complete  a  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  The 
additional  work  needs  to  emphasize  specificity.  For  example,  the  report  indicates  that  an  annual 
inspection  of  historic  properties  is  desirable,  but  it  doesn’t  tell  us  who  is  to  conduct  the  inspection. 
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what  information  is  to  be  recorded,  and  how  the  results  of  the  inspection  will  be  processed  and 
disseminated.  Docs  some  peeling  of  paint  on  one  of  the  cantilevered  door  panels  on  one  of  the 
hangars  indicate  a  problem  that  requires  action?  In  sum,  there  are  too  many  general  statements 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Standards  (36  CFR  67)  and  not  enough  actions  statements  that 
tel!  us  how  these  will  be  applied  at  Rickenbacker. 


Any  questions  concerning  this  matter  should  be  addressed  to  Lisa  Adkins  or  David  Snyder  at  (614) 
298-2000,  between  the  hours  of  8  am.  to  5  pm.  Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 


Sincerely, 


David  Snyder,  Ph.D.,  Archaeology  Reviews  Manager 
Resource  Protection  and  Review 


DMS/ds  (OHPO  Scrisl  Number  1013050) 

Attachment 

XC-  Roger  A.  tonej.  Environmental  Managa.  Oliio  Ait  National  Guard.  HQ  121*  ARW,  7370MinutcnMin  Way.  Columbus.  OH  43217-5875 
Lorraine  Grva,  SAIC,405  Eighth  Street.  Soite  301,  Boise,  ID  83702 
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Forbes  ANGS 

Joe  Summerlin,  NEPA  Reviewer,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  7,  11201  Renner  Blvd,  Lenexa, 
KS  66219 

U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Kansas  Ecological  Services  Eield  Office,  2609  Anderson  Ave,  Manhattan,  KS 
66502-2801 

Eederal  Aviation  Administration,  Central  Region,  901  Locust  St,  Kansas  City,  MO  64106-2641 
John  Mitchell,  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment,  Division  of  Environment,  1000  SW  Jackson,  Ste 
400,  Topeka,  KS  66612-1367 

Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Region  2,  300  SW  Wanamaker  Rd,  Topeka,  KS  66606 
Jennie  Chinn,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Kansas  State  Historical  Society,  Cultural  Resources  Division, 
6425  SW  6th  Ave,  Topeka,  KS  66615-1099 

Director  of  Aviation,  Kansas  Department  of  Transportation,  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  State  Office  Building,  700  SW 
Harrison,  Topeka,  KS  66603-3754 

Shelly  Buhler,  Chair,  Shawnee  County  Commissioner,  District  1,  200  SE  7th  St,  Topeka,  KS  66603 
Shawnee  County  Planning  Department,  1515  NW  Saline  St,  Ste  102,  Topeka,  KS  66618 
The  Honorable  Larry  Wolgast,  Mayor  of  Topeka,  215  SE  7th,  Room  350,  Topeka,  KS  66603-3914 
City  of  Topeka  Planning,  620  SE  Madison,  Topeka,  KS  66607 

Eric  Johnson,  Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority,  Eorbes  Eield,  Building  620,  Topeka,  KS  66619 
Steve  Ortiz,  Council  Chair,  Prairie  Band  Potawatomi  Tribe,  16281  Q  Rd,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Rick  Campbell,  Director,  Environmental  Department,  Sac  and  Eox  Nation  of  Missouri,  305  N  Main  St,  Reserve, 
KS  66434 

The  Honorable  Jerry  Moran,  U.S.  Senate,  354  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 

The  Honorable  Pat  Roberts,  U.S.  Senate,  109  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 

The  Honorable  Lynn  Jenkins,  House  of  Representatives,  1027  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 

The  Honorable  Vicki  Schmidt,  Kansas  Senate,  5906  SW  43rd  Ct,  Topeka,  KS  66610-1632 

The  Honorable  Lana  Gordon,  Kansas  House  of  Representatives,  5820  SW  27th  St,  Topeka,  KS  66614 

The  Honorable  Sam  Brownback,  Office  of  the  Governor,  300  SW  10th  Ave,  Ste  24 IS,  Topeka,  KS  66612-1590 

Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

John  Barrett,  Chairman,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Tamara  Erancis,  THPO,  Delaware  Nation,  31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg.  100,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Kerry  Holton,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Guy  Munroe,  Chairman,  Kaw  Nation,  Drawer  50,  Kaw  City,  OK  74641 

Andrea  Hunter,  THPO,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  627  Grandview,  Pawhuska,  OK  74056 

John  Redeagle,  Principal  Chief,  Osage  Nation  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  779,  627  Grandview,  Pawhuska,  OK  74056 

George  Blanchard,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  2025  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Henryetta  Ellis,  THPO,  Absentee  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  2025  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 

Glenna  Wallace,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  12755  S  705  Rd,  Wayandotte,  OK  74370 

Leslie  Standing,  President,  Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes,  PO  Box  729,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

John  Armbrust,  Governor's  Military  Council,  501  Poyntz  Ave,  Manhattan,  KS  66502 

Rick  Taylor,  Topeka,  KS  66614 

Neil  Dobbler,  Chamber  of  Commerce,  1200  SW  Executive  Dr,  Topeka,  KS  66615 

Elizabeth  Patton,  Manhattan,  KS  66502 

Gina  Penzig,  Westar  Energy,  PO  Box  889,  Topeka,  KS  66601 

Allan  Towle,  Topeka,  KS  66614 

Christine  Tipton,  Topeka,  KS  66617 

Bob  Archer,  Shawnee  County  Commission,  District  3,  3522  SW  Westport  Ct.,  Topeka,  KS  66614 


JBMDL 

Eric  Davis,  Supervisor,  U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service,  New  Jersey  Ecological  Services  Eield  Office,  927  N  Main 
St,  Bldg  D,  Pleasantville,  NJ  08232 

Environmental  Review  Coordinator,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  2,  290  Broadway,  New  York, 
NY  10007-1866 
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Richard  Shaw,  State  Soil  Scientist,  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  New  Jersey  State  Office,  220 
Davidson  Ave,  4th  Floor,  Somerset,  NJ  08873 

Paul  Phifer,  Ph.D.,  Assistant  Regional  Director,  Ecological  Services,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Region  5,  300 
Westgate  Center  Dr,  Hadley,  MA  01035-9589 

Ruth  W.  Foster,  PhD,  Supervisor,  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Office  of  Permit 
Coordination  and  Environmental  Review,  401  E  State  St,  7th  Floor,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-0420 
Daniel  Saunders,  Administrator  and  Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  Historic  Preservation  Office,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 
New  Jersey  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Endangered  and  Nongame  Species  Program,  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  PO  Box  420,  Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 
Ernie  Deman,  Supervising  Environmental  Specialist,  New  Jersey  Pinelands  Commission,  15  Springfield  Rd,  New 
Lisbon,  NJ  08064 

Coordinator,  Regional  Planning,  Burlington  County,  50  Rancocas  Rd,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 
Mary  Pat  Robbie,  Director,  Resource  Conservation,  Burlington  County,  PO  Box  6000,  Mount  Holly,  NJ  08060 
Mark  Gould,  Chairperson,  Nanticoke-Lenni-Lenape  Indians  of  New  Jersey,  18  E  Commerce  St,  PO  Box  544, 
Bridgeton,  NJ  08302 

Dwaine  Perry,  Chief,  Ramapough  Mountain  Indians,  189  Stag  Hill  Rd,  Mahwah,  NJ  07430 
Joanne  Bundy  Hawkins,  Powhattan-Renape  Nation,  Rankokus  Indian  Reservation,  PO  Box  225,  Rancocas,  NJ 
08073 

The  Honorable  Thomas  Harper,  Mayor  of  Wrightstown,  21  Saylors  Pond  Rd,  Wrightstown,  NJ  08562 
The  Honorable  Ronald  Francioli,  Mayor  of  New  Hanover  Township,  1000  Route  10,  PO  Box  250,  Whippany,  NJ 
07981 

The  Honorable  Jim  Durr,  Mayor  of  North  Hanover  Township,  41  Schoolhouse  Rd,  Jacobstown,  NJ  08562 
The  Honorable  David  Patriarca,  Mayor  of  Pemberton  Township,  500  Pemberton-Browns  Mills  Rd,  Pemberton,  NJ 
08068-1539 

The  Honorable  Denis  McDaniel,  Mayor  of  Springfield  Township,  PO  Box  119,  Jobstown,  NJ  08041 
The  Honorable  Michael  Reina,  Mayor  of  Jackson  Township,  95  W  Veterans  Hwy,  Jackson,  NJ  08527 
The  Honorable  Mike  Fressola,  Mayor  of  Manchester  Township,  1  Colonial  Dr,  Manchester,  NJ  08759 
The  Honorable  David  Leutwyler,  Mayor  of  Plumsted  Township,  121  Evergreen  Rd,  New  Egypt,  NJ  08533 
The  Honorable  Jeff  Chiesa,  U.S.  Senate,  141  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Robert  Menendez,  U.S.  Senate,  528  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Jon  Runyun,  House  of  Representatives,  1239  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 
The  Honorable  Chris  Smith,  House  of  Representatives,  2373  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  DC 
20515 

The  Honorable  Chris  Christie,  Office  of  the  Governor,  PO  Box  001,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

The  Honorable  Samuel  Thompson,  New  Jersey  Senate,  2501  Highway  516,  Ste  101,  Old  Bridge,  NJ  08857 

The  Honorable  Robert  Clifton,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  516  Route  33  West,  Bldg  2,  Ste  2,  Millstone,  NJ  08535 

The  Honorable  Ronald  Dancer,  New  Jersey  Assembly,  405  Rt  539,  Cream  Ridge,  NJ  08514 

Megan  Branatti,  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  401  E  State  St,  Trenton,  NJ  08625 

Ian  Marquez,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  15  Brynmore  Rd,  New  Egypt,  NJ  08533 

Mark  Villinger,  Ocean  County  Planning,  129  Hooper  Ave,  Toms  River,  NJ  08753 

Emil  Kaunitz,  Def  Enhancement  Coalition,  1451  Rt  37  W,  Toms  River,  NJ  08755 

Tamara  Francis,  THPO,  Delaware  Nation,  31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg  100,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Kerry  Holton,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 

Brice  Obermeyer,  THPO,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  Department  of  Sociology  and  Anthropology,  Emporia  State 
University,  Roosevelt  Hall,  Rm.  212,  1200  Commercial  St.,  Emporia,  KS  66801 
Paula  Pechonick,  Chief,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  170  NE  Barbara  St,  Bartlesville,  OK  74006 
Chester  Brooks,  Trust  Board  Chairman,  Delaware  Tribe  of  Indians,  170  NE  Barbara  St,  Bartlesville,  OK  74006 
Catherine  Costa,  Chairwoman,  Burlington  County  Soil  Conservation  District,  1971  Jacksonville -Jobstown  Road, 
Columbus,  NJ  08022 
Emil  Kaunitz,  Toms  River,  NJ  08753 
Mike  Warner,  Mt  Laurel,  NJ  08054 
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Pease  ANGS 

H.  Curtis  Spaulding,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1,  5  Post  Office  Square,  Ste  100,  Boston,  MA 
02109-3912 

Anthony  Tur,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Ecological  Services  Field  Office,  70  Commercial  St,  Ste  300, 
Concord,  MA  03301-5087 

Timothy  Drew,  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  29  Hazen  Dr,  PO  Box  95,  Concord,  NH 
03302 

New  Hampshire  Fish  and  Game  Department,  1 1  Hazen  Dr,  Concord,  NH  03301 
New  Hampshire  State  Port  Authority,  555  Market  St,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Nadine  Peterson,  Preservation  Planner,  New  Hampshire  Division  of  Historical  Resources,  19  Pilsbury  St,  2nd  El, 
Concord,  NH  03301 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Transportation,  Bureau  of  Environment,  JOM  Building,  Room  160,  7  Hazen  Dr, 
Concord,  NH  03302 

New  Hampshire  Coastal  Program,  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  222  International  Dr,  Ste  175,  Pease 
Tradeport,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Meredith  Hatfield,  New  Hampshire  Office  of  Energy  and  Planning,  Johnson  Hall,  107  Pleasant  St.,  Concord,  NH 
03301 

New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  Wetlands  Bureau,  PO  Box  95,  Concord,  NH  03302 
Town  of  Newington  Planning  Department,  205  Nimble  Hill  Rd,  Newington,  NH  03801 
Portsmouth  City  Hall,  Community  Development  Department,  1  Junkins  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
Maria  Stowell,  Pease  Development  Authority,  360  Corporate  Dr,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
Kirk  Francis,  Tribal  Chief,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian  Island,  ME  04668 
Chris  Sockalexis,  THPO,  Penobscot  Indian  Nation,  12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian  Island,  ME  04468 
The  Honorable  Kelly  Ayotte,  U.S.  Senate,  144  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Jeanne  Shaheen,  U.S.  Senate,  520  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Carol  Shea-Porter,  House  of  Representatives,  1530  Longworth  House  Office  Bldg,  Washington, 
DC  20515 

The  Honorable  Martha  Clark,  New  Hampshire  Senate,  State  House,  Room  115,  107  N  Main  St,  Concord,  NH 
03301 

The  Honorable  Joe  Scarlotto,  New  Hampshire  Representative,  130  Oxford  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801-4126 

The  Honorable  Eric  Spear,  Mayor  of  Portsmouth,  1  Junkins  Ave,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

The  Honorable  Maggie  Hassan,  Office  of  the  Governor,  State  House,  107  N  Main  St,  Concord,  NH  03301 

Lulu  Pickering,  Newington,  NH  03801 

John  &  Nan  Craig,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Denis  Hebert,  Newington  Planning  BD,  Newington,  NH  03801 

Marga  Coulp,  Dover,  NH  03269 

Pauline  Chebet,  NH  Div  Human  Services,  83  Stage  Rd,  PO  Box  133,  Sanbornton,  NH  03269 

Melvin  Prostkoff,  M.D.,  New  Market,  NH  03857 

Peter  Rice,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Dave  Nylund,  Rollinsford,  NH  03862 

Roger  Groux,  Dover,  NH  03269 

Steve  Moyer,  U.S.  Senator  Ayotte,  1200  Elm  St,  Manchester,  NH  03101 

Don  &  Bev  Philbach,  Dover,  NH  03801 

Joe  Simeone,  Stratton,  NH  03885 

Elaina  &  Ric  Jack  Dorto,  Newington,  NH  03801 

The  Honorable  Dean  Trefethen,  Mayor  of  City  of  Dover,  288  Central  Ave,  Dover,  NH  03820-4169 
Sandra  McDonough,  Airport  Operations  Community  Liaison,  Pease  Development  Authority,  36  Airline  Ave, 
Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
Maurice  Foster,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
Bryan  Clemens,  Concord,  NH  03301-5607 
Jean  Demorest,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
Bob  Jefson,  Rochester,  NH  03867 

Deb  Harvey,  Port  City  Air,  104  Grafton  Dr,  Portsmouth,  NH  3801 
John  Cuddihee,  Terracon,  24  Hayes  Rd,  Madbury,  NH  03823 
Glen  &  June  Palmer,  Greenland,  NH  03840 
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Rachel  Wood,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

Bob  Lister,  City  of  Portsmouth,  69  Diamond  Dr,  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

A1  Gagne,  Bow,  NH  03304 

John  Frink,  Newington,  NH  03801 


Pittsburgh  ANGS 

Doug  McLearen  and  Ms.  Kira  Heinrich,  Archaeology  &  Protection  Division,  Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum 
Commission  -  Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation,  Commonwealth  Keystone  Bldg,  400  North  St,  Harrisburg,  PA 
17120 

Carole  Copeyon,  Endangered  Species  Program  Supervisor,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Pennsylvania  Field 
Office,  315  S  Allen  St,  Ste  322,  State  College,  PA  16801 

Kathy  Frankel,  Natural  Resource  Program  Supervisor,  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural 
Resources,  301  Fifth  Ave,  Ste  324,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-2420 
Susan  McDonald,  Environmental  Specialist,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Harrisburg  Airports  District  Office, 
3905  Hartzdale  Dr,  Ste  508,  Camp  Hill,  PA  17011 

Jeanne  Creese,  Township  Manager,  Moon  Township  Administration  Office,  1000  Beaver  Grade  Rd,  Moon 
Township,  PA  15108 

Christopher  Caruso,  Planning  Administrator,  Township  of  Findlay,  1271  Route  30,  PO  Box  W,  Clinton,  PA  15026 
Rich  Belotti,  Director,  Planning  &  Environmental  Affairs,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  Landside  Terminal,  4th 
Floor  Mezzanine,  PO  Box  12370,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 
Craig  Peters,  Commander,  91 1th  Air  Wing,  U.S.  Air  Force  Reserve,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  2475  Defense 
Ave,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108-2983 

Bud  Jameson,  Jr.,  Commander,  316th  Expeditionary  Sustainment  Command,  99  Soldiers  Ln,  Coraopolis,  PA 
15108-2550 

John  Coleman,  Chief,  South  Section,  Regulatory  Branch,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  William  S.  Moorhead 
Federal  Building,  1000  Liberty  Ave,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222-4186 
Barbara  Rudnick,  NEPA  Team  Leader,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  3,  Office  of  Environmental 
Programs  (3EA30),  Environmental  Assessment  and  Innovation  Division,  1650  Arch  St,  Philadelphia,  PA 
19103-2029 

Bradley  D.  Penrod,  President  and  Chief  Strategy  Officer,  Allegheny  County  Department  of  Aviation,  Pittsburgh 
International  Airport,  PO  Box  12370,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15231-0370 
Sandra  Etzel,  Allegheny  County  Health  Department,  Air  Quality  Program,  301  39th  St,  Bldg  7,  Pittsburgh,  PA 
15201 

Lou  Sitio,  Assistant  Chief  of  Public  Affairs,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  North  Atlantic  Division,  302  General 
Lee  Ave,  Brooklyn,  NY  1 1252 

The  Honorable  Robert  Casey,  Jr.,  U.S.  Senate,  393  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Patrick  Toomey,  U.S.  Senate,  502  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Matt  Smith,  Pennsylvania  Senate,  Senate  Box  203037,  Harrisburg,  PA  17120-3037 
The  Honorable  Mark  Mustio,  Pennsylvania  House  of  Representatives,  1009  Beaver  Grade  Rd,  Ste  220,  Moon 
Township,  PA  15108 

The  Honorable  Anthony  Celeste,  Mayor  of  Coraopolis,  1 121  Third  Ave,  Coraopolis,  PA  15108 
The  Honorable  Tom  Corbett,  Office  of  the  Governor,  301  5th  Ave,  Rm  240,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15222 
The  Honorable  Tim  Murphy,  House  of  Representatives,  2332  Rayburn  House  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC 
20515 

Dan  Alwine,  Senator  Matt  Smith,  319  Castle  Shannon  Blvd,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15234 
Jeanne  Creese,  Township  of  Moon,  1000  Beaver  Grade  Rd,  Moon  Township,  PA  15108 
Charles  Holsworth,  Military  Affairs  Council,  5801  Brownsville  Rd,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15236 
Randy  Forister,  Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority,  PO  Box  12370,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15231 
Tony  Carrelli,  N.  Wales,  PA  19454 
Vic  Guerra,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15228 

Rochelle  Stachel,  Pittsburgh  Airport  Area  Chamber,  850  Beaver  Grade  Rd,  Moon  Township,  PA  15108 
Melinda  Maybee,  Nation  Representative,  Cayuga  Nation  of  New  York,  PO  Box  803,  Seneca  Falls,  NY  13148 
Irving  Powless,  Chief,  Onondaga  Nation  of  New  York,  RRT#1,  PO  Box  319-B,  Nedrow,  NY  13120 
Leo  Henry,  Chief,  Tuscarora  Nation  of  New  York,  2006  Mt  Hope  Rd,  Lewiston,  NY  14092 
Robert  Odawi  Porter,  President,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  12837  Rte.  438,  Irving,  NY  14081 
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Lana  Watt,  THPO,  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians,  90  Ohiyo  Way,  Salamanca,  NY  14779 
Roger  Hill,  Chief,  Tonawanda  Band  of  Seneca,  7027  Meadville  Rd,  Basom,  NY  14013 
Caitlin  O’Connor,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15228 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 

Teresa  Spagna,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Huntington  District,  502  Eighth  St,  Huntington,  WV  25701-2070 
Lisa  Adkins,  Program  Coordinator,  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office,  800  E  17th  Ave,  Columbus,  OH  43211- 
2474 

Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Lazarus  Government  Center,  50  W  Town  St,  Ste  700,  Columbus,  OH 
43215 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  5,  77  W  Jackson  Blvd,  Chicago,  IL  60604 
Mary  Knapp,  Eield  Supervisor,  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  4625  Morse  Rd,  Ste  104,  Columbus,  OH  43230-8355 
Lee  Brown,  Planning  Administrator,  Pranklin  County  Economic  Development  &  Planning  Department,  150  S 
Pront  St,  PSL  Ste  10,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Director  of  Planning,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway,  Columbus,  OH  43219 
General  Manager,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  Rickenbacker  International  Airport,  Administrative 
Offices,  7161  Second  St,  Columbus,  OH  43217 

Dan  Garver,  District  Conservationist,  Ohio  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service,  Pickaway  County,  Circleville 
Service  Center,  110  Island  Rd,  Ste  D,  Circleville,  OH  43113-9575 
Glenna  Wallace,  Chief,  Eastern  Shawnee  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  350,  Seneca,  MO  64865 
Ron  Sparkman,  Chief,  Shawnee  Tribe,  PO  Box  189,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Jodi  Hayes,  Tribe  Administrator,  Shawnee  Tribe,  PO  Box  189,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Ohio  Department  of  Health,  246  N  High  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Columbus  Health  Department,  240  Parsons  Ave,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Ohio  Department  of  Transportation,  District  6,  400  E  William  St,  Delaware,  OH  43015 
Pickaway  County  Office  of  Development  and  Planning,  1 24  W.  Pranklin  St,  Circleville,  OH  43113 
Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Geological  Survey,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  Cl,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

Ron  Carter,  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Wildlife,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  G,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Soil  &  Water,  2045  Morse  Rd,  Bldg  B-3,  Columbus,  OH 
43229-6693 

John  Ankrom,  Service  Director,  City  of  Circleville  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission,  104  E  Pranklin  St, 
Circleville,  OH  43113 

Katie  Delaney,  Pederal  Aviation  Administration,  11677  S  Wayne  Rd,  Ste  107,  Romulus,  MI  48174 
The  Honorable  Sherrod  Brown,  U.S.  Senate,  713  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Rob  Portman,  U.S.  Senate,  448  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg,  Washington,  DC  20510 
The  Honorable  Steve  Stivers,  House  of  Representatives,  1022  Longworth  HOB,  Washington,  DC  20515 
The  Honorable  Heather  Bishoff,  Ohio  House  of  Representatives,  77  S  High  St,  10th  El,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
The  Honorable  Kevin  Bacon,  Ohio  Senate,  1  Capitol  Square,  Ground  Ploor,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
The  Honorable  John  Kasich,  Office  of  the  Governor,  77  S  High  St,  30th  El,  Columbus,  OH  43215-6117 
The  Honorable  Michael  Coleman,  Mayor  of  Columbus,  City  Hall,  2nd  El,  90  W  Broad  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Rod  Borden,  Chief  Operating  Officer,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway, 
Columbus,  OH  43219 

Dave  Wallace,  Sr.  Manager,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway,  Columbus,  OH 
43219 

Mark  Kelby,  Airport  Planner,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway,  Columbus,  OH 
43219 

Phil  Gwiner,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway,  Columbus,  OH  43219 
Pranklin  Christman,  Village  Administrator  St.  Commissioner,  Ashville,  200  E  Station,  Ashville,  OH  43103 
Barbara  Myers,  London,  OH  43140 

The  Honorable  Michael  Ebert,  Mayor  of  Canal  Winchester,  36  S  High  St,  Canal  Winchester,  OH  43110 
Steve  Tugend,  Kegler  Brown,  65  E  State  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Michael  Hartley,  Columbus  Chamber  of  Commerce,  150  S  Pront  St,  Ste  200,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Tom  Poster,  Columbus,  OH  43207 
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Carolyn  Eberts,  Canal  Winchester,  OH  43110 
Joseph  Carr,  Columbus,  OH  43213 
Paul  Pence,  Lockbourne,  OH  43137 

Michael  Dustman,  Senator  Rob  Portman,  37  W  Broad  St,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Victor  Wilson,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Kelli  Mosteller,  THPO,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
John  Barrett,  Chairman,  Citizen  Potawatomi  Nation,  1601  S  Gordon  Cooper  Dr,  Shawnee,  OK  74801 
Tamara  Francis,  THPO,  Delaware  Nation,  31064  US  Highway  281,  Bldg  100,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 
Kerry  Holton,  President,  Delaware  Nation,  PO  Box  825,  Anadarko,  OK  73005 
Steve  Ortiz,  Chairperson,  Prairie  Band  of  Potawatomi  Tribe,  16281  Q  Rd,  Mayetta,  KS  66509 
Harold  Frank,  Chairman,  Forest  County  Potawatomi  Community,  PO  Box  340,  Crandon,  WI  54520 
Kenneth  Meshigaud,  Chairperson,  Hannahville  Indian  Community,  N14911  Hannahville  B1  Rd,  Wilson,  MI 
49896-9728 

George  Strack,  THPO,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK  74355-1326 
Thomas  Gamble,  Chairperson,  Miami  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1326,  Miami,  OK  74355-1326 
Ethel  aa  Cooka,  Chief,  Ottawa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  110,  Miami,  OK  74355 
John  Froman,  Chief,  Peoria  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma,  PO  Box  1527,  Miami,  OK  74355 
Matthew  Wesaw,  Chairman,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  PO  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 
Mike  Zimmerman,  THPO,  Pokagon  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians,  PO  Box  180,  Dowagiac,  MI  49047 
Kade  Ferris,  THPO,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  PO  Box  900,  Belcourt,  ND 
58316 

Merle  St.  Claire,  Chairman,  Turtle  Mountain  Band  of  Chippewa  Indians  of  North  Dakota,  PO  Box  900,  Belcourt, 
ND  58316 

Billy  Friend,  Chief,  Wyandotte  Nation,  64700  E  Highway  60,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
Sherri  Clemons,  THPO,  Wyandotte  Nation,  64700  E  Highway  60,  Wyandotte,  OK  74370 
David  Schmitt,  Columbus,  OH  43706 

Jeff  Campbell,  South  Central  Power,  2780  Coonpath  Rd  NE,  Fancaster,  OH  43130 
Ronald  Manuel,  Columbus,  OH  43207 

Finda  Dillman,  SE  Messenger,  2255  Rohr  Rd,  Fockbourne,  OH  43137 

Faura  Keprowski,  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission,  111  Fiberty  St,  Ste  100,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Tory  Richardson,  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority,  4600  International  Gateway,  Columbus,  OH  43219 

Nancy  Reger,  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission,  111  Fiberty  St,  Ste  100,  Columbus,  OH  43215 

Mike  McHenry,  Columbus,  OH  43212 

Scott  Clidac,  Canal  Winchester,  OH  43110 

Tom  Niklas,  Columbus,  OH  43206 

Nelson  Spider,  Westerville,  OH  43081 

Yvette  Werstall,  Fancaster,  OH  43130 

Suzanne  Cox,  U.S.  Senator  Rob  Portman,  37  W  Broad  St,  Rm  300,  Columbus,  OH  43215 
Andrew  Miller,  This  Weeks  News,  1981  Fishinger  Rd,  Columbus,  OH  43221 
Robert  Paley,  OHARNG,  7533  Walnut  Dr,  Canal  Winchester,  OH  43110 
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1  MAJOR  BLUBAUGH:  Good  evening  ladies 

2  and  gentlemen,  and  welcome  to  the  public 

3  hearing  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

4  Statement  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base 

5  Beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft.  I  am 

6  Major  Joe  Blubaugh,  with  the  190th  Air 

7  Refueling  Wing's  Public  Affairs  Office,  located 

8  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka,  Kansas. 

9  First  of  all,  we'd  like  for  you  to  make 

10  sure  that  you  take  advantage  of  the 

11  refreshments  that  we  have  that  are  over  here  on 

12  the  table.  And  if  you  need  to  use  the 

13  restrooms,  they're  out  these  back  doors  and 

14  around  to  the  left. 

15  Before  starting  the  formal  portion  of 

16  tonight's  hearing,  I  ask  that  all  cell  phones 

17  be  turned  off  or  placed  on  silent  mode.  And 

18  during  the  proceedings,  please  do  not  interrupt 

19  the  speakers  and  please  be  respectful  to  those 

20  providing  oral  comments.  We  will  do  our  best 

21  to  give  everyone  an  opportunity  to  speak  in  the 

22  time  that  we  have  allotted  tonight. 

23  And  at  this  time.  Colonel  Wendy  Sherman 

24  will  now  begin  the  formal  portion  of  tonight's 

25  hearing. 
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1  COLONEL  SHERMAN:  Good  evening,  and 

2  thank  you  Major  Blubaugh.  I'm  Colonel  Wendy 

3  Sherman  and  I  am  a  Military  Judge  for  the 

4  United  States  Air  Force  from  Randolph  Air  Force 

5  Base,  Texas.  I'd  like  to  make  clear  from  the 

6  outset  that  I  am  here  in  my  capacity  as  a 

7  federal  judge  solely  to  act  as  a  moderator  for 

8  this  hearing.  The  United  States  Trial 

9  Judiciary  is  an  independent  organization.  I  do 

10  not  work  for,  or  with,  anyone  in  this  room. 

11  I'm  not  a  member  of  this  command  or  assigned  to 

12  this  installation.  I  report  directly  to  the 

13  Chief  Trial  Judge  of  the  United  States  Air 

14  Force  and  to  the  Judge  Advocate  General  of  the 

15  Air  Force.  I  have  had  no  involvement  with  the 

16  preparation  of  this  proposed  action  or  the 

17  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I  have  not 

18  rendered  legal  advice  or  assistance  with 

19  respect  to  this  action.  I'm  here  tonight  to 

20  serve  as  an  independent  public  hearing  officer 

21  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

22  Statement.  I  am  responsible  for  providing 

23  everyone  an  opportunity  to  comment  tonight  on 

24  the  proposed  action,  alternatives,  and 

25  associated  environmental  analysis.  This  public 
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1  hearing  provides  you  with  the  formal 

2  opportunity  for  comment.  I  do  not  make  any 

3  recommendation  or  decision  on  whether  the 

4  proposed  project  should  be  continued,  or 

5  modified,  or  abandoned  or  how  the  Environmental 

6  Impact  Statement  should  be  prepared. 

7  Therefore,  during  the  public  comment  portion  of 

8  this  hearing  I  urge  you  to  direct  your  comments 

9  to  the  individuals  on  our  panel. 

10  The  purpose  of  this  public  hearing  is  to 

11  provide  you  with  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 

12  the  findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

13  Statement.  More  importantly,  this  hearing  is  a 

14  formal  opportunity  for  you  to  get  involved  in 

15  the  NEPA  Process.  This  hearing  is  scheduled  to 

16  conclude  at  8:00  p.m.,  but  if  necessary,  will 

17  continue  until  all  comments  have  been  received. 

18  This  formal  session  may  end  before  8:00  p.m., 

19  if  there  are  no  more  comments.  However,  the 

20  overall  hearing,  including  materials  to  be 

21  viewed  and  discussion  with  team  members 

22  individually,  will  continue  until  8:00  p.m., 

23  unless  all  interested  parties  have  left  the 

24  meeting. 

25  If  following  the  presentation  any  members 
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1  of  the  audience  have  questions  regarding 

2  clarification  of  any  points  you  may  not  have 

3  understood,  you  may  fill  out  a  question  card, 

4  which  can  be  found  at  the  registration  desk  or 

5  on  several  tables  scattered  throughout  the 

6  room,  or  you  may  raise  your  hand  now  and 

7  someone  will  bring  a  card  to  you.  Once  you 

8  have  filled  out  your  question  on  the  card, 

9  please  raise  your  hand  again  and  one  of  our 

10  staff  will  collect  it  from  you.  Only  questions 

11  regarding  clarification  of  the  topics  presented 

12  will  be  entertained.  General  comments  on  the 

13  action  will  not  be  read  by  our  panel,  but  you 

14  may  present  your  comment  orally  later  in  this 

15  hearing  or  submit  it  on  one  of  our  comment 

16  cards  found  throughout  the  room. 

17  We  will  take  a  ten-minute  break  to  allow 

18  Colonel  Krueger,  the  190th  Air  Refueling  Wing 

19  staff.  National  Guard  Bureau  staff,  and  the 

20  environmental  consultants  to  review  any 

21  questions  submitted  and  identify  the  best 

22  person  to  answer  each. 

23  After  the  break,  we  will  answer  any 

24  questions  we  have  received  on  the  question 

25  cards  from  the  audience.  Once  questions  have 
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1  been  answered,  members  of  the  audience  who 

2  check  the  box  on  the  registration  cards 

3  indicating  their  desire  to  provide  oral 

4  comments  will  be  asked  to  come  forward. 

5  Registration  cards  were  available  at  the 

6  registration  table  as  you  came  in.  If  you  have 

7  not  filled  out  a  card  or  indicated  your  desire 

8  to  speak  and  wish  to  do  so,  please  raise  your 

9  hand  and  a  card  will  be  provided  to  you  now. 

10  In  addition,  there  are  materials  at  the 

11  door  describing  the  official  Air  National  Guard 

12  proposal,  the  description  of  the  proposed 

13  action  and  alternatives,  and  information  on  the 

14  locations  where  you  can  review  the  Draft 

15  Environmental  Impact  Statement  after  tonight, 

16  if  you  have  not  already  done  so. 

17  To  ensure  that  all  interested  citizens 

18  have  an  opportunity  to  speak,  I  will  limit  the 

19  comments  to  ten  minutes  per  person.  If  time 

20  allows  after  everyone  has  had  an  opportunity  to 

21  provide  their  comments,  you  may  have  more  time. 

22  You  will  only  be  allowed  to  comment  when  your 

23  name  is  called.  Elected  officials  and 

24  individuals  representing  organizations  will  be 

25  called  upon  first. 
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1  A  court  reporter  is  recording  this 

2  proceeding  for  the  record.  We  will  take  a  ten- 

3  minute  break  every  hour  to  allow  the  court 

4  reporter  to  take  a  break. 

5  At  this  time  I  would  like  to  introduce 

6  and  recognize  public  officials  that  are  present 

7  at  the  hearing.  Mr.  Larry  Wolgast,  the  Mayor; 

8  Elizabeth  Patton  representing  U.  S.  Senator 

9  Jerry  Moran;  Bob  Archer,  Chairman  of  the 

10  Shawnee  County  Commission;  and  Kevin  Cook, 

11  Shawnee  County  Commissioner. 

12  As  mentioned  earlier,  restrooms  are 

13  located  outside  those  doors  in  the  back  just 

14  off  to  the  left,  and  refreshments  can  be  found 

15  near  the  check-in  desk. 

16  Throughout  this  hearing,  I  ask  that  you 

17  keep  in  mind  that  this  public  hearing  is  not  a 

18  debate,  or  any  type  of  vote  on  the  Draft 

19  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  nor  is  it 

20  primarily  designed  as  a  question-and-answer 

21  session,  although  legitimate,  clarifying 

22  questions  may  be  asked.  At  the  conclusion  of 

23  this  hearing  you  may  discuss  the  findings  of 

24  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in 

25  greater  detail  with  the  staff  members  from  the 
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1  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing,  National  Guard 

2  Bureau,  and  the  consultant's  technical 

3  representatives. 

4  If  you  do  not  wish  to  provide  oral 

5  comments,  written  comments  will  be  accepted  and 

6  will  be  given  equal  consideration.  Even  if  you 

7  do  make  an  oral  statement,  you  are  welcome  to 

8  provide  a  written  statement  to  reaffirm  the 

9  comments  you  made  and  any  additional  comments 

10  you  would  like  to  make. 

11  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  the 

12  National  Guard  Bureau  at  the  address  printed  on 

13  the  comment  form  that  you  filled  out,  or  on  the 

14  website.  The  address  is  also  provided  on  the 

15  comment  sheets. 

16  All  relevant,  substantive  comments  will 

17  be  included  in  the  administrative  record  and 

18  will  be  addressed  in  the  Final  Environmental 

19  Impact  Statement.  The  formal  comment  period 

20  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

21  ends  on  March  24th,  2014.  It  is  very  important 

22  for  you  to  realize  that  the  Kansas  Air  National 

23  Guard  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau  will  be 

24  open  and  responsive  to  your  comments  and 

25  concerns  throughout  the  NEPA  Process. 
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It  is  a  requirement  to  inform  you  that 

9 

2 

under  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  your  name, 

3 

address,  and  comments,  if  provided  during  this 

4 

NEPA  Process,  will  be: 

5 

Used  to  compile  mailing  lists  for  sending 

6 

project  reports,  brochures,  and  other 

7 

information  concerning  the  environmental  impact 

8 

statement  to  those  individuals  and  groups  who 

9 

might  be  interested. 

10 

Forwarded  to  federal,  state,  and  local 

11 

agencies,  and  elected  officials. 

12 

The  addresses  of  private  individuals  will 

13 

not,  again  I  repeat  "will  not,"  be  published  in 

14 

documents  released  to  the  public. 

15 

Failure  to  provide  the  information 

16 

requested  would  prevent  delivery  of  documents 

17 

and  notification  of  further  developments. 

18 

However,  documents  are  available  on  the  project 

19 

website  and  in  select  libraries,  with  locations 

20 

published  in  local  newspapers. 

21 

Now,  before  we  proceed  with  the 

22 

presentation,  if  you  have  not  reviewed  a  copy 

23 

of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

24 

copies  are  available  for  you  to  review  while  in 

25 

attendance  at  this  hearing  at  each  of  the 
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1  information  booths.  Further,  you  may  pick  up  a 

2  CD  with  the  document  on  it  at  the  check-in 

3  desk.  There  is  also  a  list  of  locations  where 

4  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  provided 

5  for  public  review  after  this  meeting  in  the 

6  informational  handouts.  If  you  did  not  receive 

7  other  informational  materials  that  were 

8  available  at  the  entrance,  please  raise  your 

9  hand  and  someone  will  provide  them  to  you. 

10  Okay,  at  this  point,  I  will  turn  this 

11  over  to  Colonel  Krueger,  the  Commander  for  the 

12  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing. 

13  COLONEL  KRUEGER:  Thank  you.  Your 

14  Honor.  Good  evening,  my  name  is  Colonel  Ron 

15  Krueger,  and  I'm  the  Wing  Commander  of  the 

16  Kansas  Air  National  Guard's  190th  Air 

17  Refuelling  Wing  at  the  Forbes  Field  Airport. 

18  On  behalf  of  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard,  I 

19  want  to  welcome  all  of  you  to  this  important 

20  public  hearing  regarding  the  Draft 

21  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed 

22  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  It  is 

23  our  goal  this  evening  to  provide  you  with 

24  information  about  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown 

25  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
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1  commonly  referred  to  as  NEPA,  and  to  ensure 

2  your  maximum  participation  and  understanding  of 

3  this  process. 

4  I  would  like  to  introduce  you  to 

5  individuals  who  are  here  this  evening  to  assist 

6  in  answering  questions  about  the  aircraft 

7  conversion  and  to  facilitate  your  participation 

8  in  commenting  on  the  findings  of  the  Draft 

9  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

10  You  have  already  met  Colonel  Wendy 

11  Sherman,  Judge  Advocate,  from  Randolph  Air 

12  Force  Base,  Texas.  She  will  be  presiding  over 

13  this  evening's  hearing.  Next,  we  have  First 

14  Lieutenant  Jarrod  Brunkow,  the  190th  Air 

15  Refuelling  Wing's  Environmental  Manager,  who 

16  will  provide  you  with  an  overview  of  the 

17  proposed  action  and  alternatives;  and  Anne 

18  Rowe,  from  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  who  will 

19  be  explaining  some  key  considerations  regarding 

20  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

21  We  have  also  have  a  number  of  other 

22  individuals  who  have  been  involved  in  the 

23  development  of  the  Environmental  Impact 

24  Statement.  They  are  from  the  Kansas  Air 

25  National  Guard,  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  and 
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1  Cardno  TEC,  our  environmental  consultants. 

2  They  will  be  available  after  the  current  formal 

3  session  to  answer  questions  and  to  help 

4  facilitate  this  process.  You  will  find  that 

5  any  member  in  uniform  or  with  an  EIS  name  tag 

6  can  either  answer  your  questions  or  direct  you 

7  to  the  right  individual  to  answer  your 

8  questions. 

9  The  greater  Topeka  community  is  important 

10  to  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing,  and  community 

11  input  is  valuable  to  the  environmental 

12  analysis.  Forbes  Field  Airport  is  the  current 

13  home  of  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing.  Many  of 

14  our  current,  as  well  as  retired,  members  live 

15  in  the  Topeka  area.  We  are  a  part  of  this 

16  community. 

17  Many  of  you  have  been  consistently 

18  supportive  of  the  military  and  of  the  190th  Air 

19  Refuelling  Wing.  This  community  helped  foster 

20  the  development  of  the  Kansas  Air  National 

21  Guard  as  well  as  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing 

22  over  the  years.  This  support  is  and  has  been 

23  deeply  appreciated.  Like  you,  our  members  live 

24  and  work  in  this  community  and  care  deeply 

25  about  its  future.  This  is  home  to  us  all. 
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1  The  proposed  action  is  for  the  Air  Force 

2  to  replace  a  portion  of  the  existing  KC-135 

3  aerial  refuelling  fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which 

4  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  Air  Force's 

5  fleet.  As  such,  the  Air  Force  plans  to 

6  identify  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal 

7  training  unit  (also  known  as  "FTU")  and  the 

8  First  Main  Operating  Base  (also  known  as  "MOB 

9  1") /  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty 

10  units.  This  has  been  the  subject  of  a  separate 

11  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  is  not  part 

12  of  this  discussion  tonight.  The  Air  Force  will 

13  also  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  a  Second  Main 

14  Operating  Base  (also  known  as  "MOB  2"),  which 

15  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National  Guard  unit. 

16  This  hearing  is  regarding  the  Second  Main 

17  Operating  Base  beddown  only,  as  the  FTU  and  MOB 

18  1  beddown  are  the  subject  of  a  separate  action. 

19  The  National  Guard  Bureau  has  prepared 

20  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to 

21  analyze  the  potential  impacts  of  the  MOB  2 

22  KC-46A  beddown.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

23  Statement  analyzes  potential  environmental 

24  consequences  that  could  result  from  the 

25  proposed  beddown  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any 
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1  of  five  alternative  Air  National  Guard 

2  installations,  including: 

3  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station, 

4  Kansas; 

5  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst ,  New 

6  Jersey; 

7  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station,  New 

8  Hampshire; 

9  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station, 

10  Pennsylvania;  and 

11  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station, 

12  Ohio. 

13  The  no-action  alternative  is  required  by 

14  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  and  was 

15  evaluated  also  to  provide  a  baseline  for 

16  decision-makers.  The  no-action  alternative 

17  evaluates  the  environmental  consequences  of  not 

18  basing  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  installation. 

19  Under  the  no-action  alternative,  no 

20  installation  would  be  selected  to  host  the 

21  KC-46A  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base. 

22  In  2013,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

23  announced  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  as 

24  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  Second 

25  Main  Operating  Base.  The  United  States  Air 
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1  Force  selected  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 

2  based  on  an  operational  analysis,  results  of 

3  site  surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors. 

4  We  would  like  to  emphasize  that  although  the 

5  preferred  alternative  for  the  beddown  has  been 

6  announced,  no  final  decision  has  been  made  on 

7  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  currently 

8  under  analysis  in  this  draft  EIS.  Until  a 

9  decision  is  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 

10  Force,  all  alternatives  are  still  under 

11  consideration  and  are  treated  equally. 

12  As  shown  on  the  poster  boards,  as  a 

13  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a 

14  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 

15  selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of 

16  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes 

17  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected 

18  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield 

19  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required 

20  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility 

21  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or  modified 

22  airspace  required  to  support  this  action.  The 

23  proposed  aircraft  beddown  is  estimated  to  begin 

24  in  late  2017  or  2018  for  the  National  Guard 

25  Bureau. 
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1  If  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  is 

2  selected  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  12 

3  KC-135  aircraft  would  be  replaced  by  12  KC-46A 

4  aircraft,  personnel  would  increase  by  194 

5  individuals,  total  airfield  operations  would 

6  increase  by  17  percent,  and  the  acreage  off 

7  airport-controlled  property  within  the  65 

8  decibel  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  noise 

9  contour  would  decrease  by  55  acres.  If  Forbes 

10  is  not  chosen  for  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A 

11  tanker  aircraft,  the  existing  KC-135  will 

12  remain  at  the  base  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

13  Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your 

14  attendance  and  your  interest  this  evening. 

15  Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  further 

16  assistance,  either  during  or  after  tonight's 

17  formal  proceedings  conclude.  With  that,  I  will 

18  turn  over  the  hearing  to  First  Lieutenant 

19  Brunkow,  Environmental  Manager  for  the  190th 

20  Air  Refuelling  Wing. 

21  FIRST  LIEUTENANT  BRUNKOW:  Thank  you, 

22  Colonel  Krueger.  Good  evening  ladies  and 

23  gentlemen  and  welcome  to  the  public  hearing  for 

24  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As 

25  the  Commander  indicated,  I  am  First  Lieutenant 
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1  Jarrod  Brunkow,  and  I  serve  as  the 

2  environmental  manager  for  the  190  Air 

3  Refuelling  Wing.  As  a  member  of  the  Air 

4  Refuelling  Wing  and  the  local  community  I'm 

5  very  interested  in  what  happens  here  as  well. 

6  This  is  an  important  occasion  to  discuss  this 

7  topic  and  I  appreciate  your  interest,  your 

8  participation,  and  your  comments. 

9  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

10  evaluates  impacts  to  11  resources  by  the 

11  proposed  action  to  include  Noise,  Air  Quality, 

12  Safety,  Biological  Resources,  and  cultural 

13  resources.  Other  resources  evaluated  can  be 

14  reviewed  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

15  Statement.  As  a  result  of  the  draft 

16  environmental  analysis,  we  do  not  expect  the 

17  proposed  action  to  have  any  significant  impacts 

18  to  any  resources. 

19  I  will  speak  briefly  to  most  of  the 

20  resources  I  just  mentioned.  However,  more 

21  in-depth  information  is  provided  in  the  Draft 

22  EIS  document  for  all  11  resources. 

23  The  noise  poster  board  shows  baseline 

24  noise  contours  for  the  existing  KC-135  aircraft 

25  operations  and  proposed  noise  contours  from 
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1  KC-46A  aircraft  operations  of  Forbes.  The 

2  analysis  was  based  on  8,040  allocated  flying 

3  hours  for  each  unit,  which  is  a  conservative 

4  estimate,  meaning  the  flying  hours  would  most 

5  certainly  be  below  that  number  for  each 

6  alternative. 

7  As  you  can  see  the  noise  contours  would 

8  be  reduced  slightly  with  a  reduction  of  55 

9  acres  off  the  airport-controlled  property. 

10  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  is  located  in 

11  an  area  that  does  not  exceed  the  standard  for 

12  all  criteria  pollutants.  Any  increases  in 

13  emissions  from  the  proposed  action  would  be 

14  well  below  the  established  thresholds  for  our 

15  area  and  would  not  be  significant. 

16  Under  this  Alternative,  minor 

17  construction  and  renovation  of  facilities  would 

18  be  required  resulting  in  approximately  five 

19  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance  and  no  new 

20  impervious  surfaces.  There  would  be  no  impacts 

21  to  wetlands,  floodplains,  federally  listed 

22  species,  or  culture  resources.  In  addition, 

23  the  Air  National  Guard  has  initiated 

24  government-to-government  coordination  with  all 

25  federally  recognized  tribes  affiliated  with  the 
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1  area.  To  date,  from  the  responses  we  have 

2  received,  no  tribe  has  indicated  that  any 

3  traditional  resources  occur  in  the  project 

4  area. 

5  We  look  forward  to  input  provided  from 

6  the  public  and  affected  communities  as  we 

7  proceed  through  the  NEPA  Process.  Once  the 

8  requirements  of  NEPA  are  complete,  the  Air 

9  Force  will  make  its  final  basing  decision. 

10  Thank  you  for  your  attention,  and  I  will  now 

11  turn  the  presentation  over  to  Ms.  Anne  Rowe, 

12  the  National  Guard  Bureau  Project  Manager  for 

13  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  to  discuss 

14  the  NEPA  Process. 

15  MS.  ROWE:  I  will  briefly  summarize 

16  the  NEPA  Process.  The  National  Environmental 

17  Policy  Act,  commonly  referred  to  as  NEPA,  aids 

18  federal  agency  decision-makers  in  determining 

19  the  future  course  of  federal  actions.  It's  the 

20  objective  of  NEPA  to  ensure  that  decision- 

21  makers  have  the  environmental  information  and 

22  public  input  to  facilitate  informed  decisions. 

23  The  goal  of  preparing  the  Environmental 

24  Impact  Statement  is  to  support  sound  decisions 

25  throughout  the  assessment  of  potential 
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1  environmental  impacts,  as  well  as  involving  the 

2  public  in  the  process.  The  result  of  this 

3  analysis  and  other  relevant  factors  will  be 

4  considered  before  a  decision  is  made  by  the  Air 

5  Force  on  this  proposal. 

6  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

7  or  Draft  EIS,  which  was  made  available  for  your 

8  reviewing  at  a  number  of  public  locations 

9  beginning  on  February  7,  2014,  presents  the 

10  findings  and  analysis  of  the  proposed  action 

11  and  alternatives  on  the  environmental  criteria 

12  set  forth  in  NEPA.  Tonight's  public  hearing  is 

13  the  second  of  two  public  comment  forums  that 

14  provide  the  public  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 

15  the  scope  and  content  of  the  Environmental 

16  Impact  Statement.  The  first  forum,  called  a 

17  scoping  meeting,  was  held  here  and  at  other 

18  alternative  locations  in  June  of  2013. 

19  Comments  have  also  been  solicited  from 

20  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies  that  have 

21  jurisdiction  over  a  particular  resource,  such 

22  as  air  and  water  quality.  That  process  began 

23  with  a  release  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to 

24  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 

25  May  17th,  2013,  and  continues  today  with  public 
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1  and  agency  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental 

2  Impact  Statement . 

3  This  hearing  gives  the  potentially 

4  affected  communities  an  opportunity  to  comment 

5  on  the  analysis  that  has  been  presented  in  the 

6  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

7  The  formal  public  comment  period  ends  on 

8  March  24th,  2014.  Following  this  period,  oral 

9  and  written  comments  received  from  both  the 

10  public  and  government  agencies  will  be  reviewed 

11  by  the  Air  Force  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau. 

12  We  will  continue  to  accept  comments  throughout 

13  the  NEPA  Process.  However,  it  is  more 

14  difficult  to  give  your  comments  the 

15  consideration  they  deserve  as  the  process  winds 

16  down  closer  to  the  release  of  the  Final 

17  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  or  Final  EIS. 

18  After  all  comments  on  the  Draft 

19  Environmental  Impact  Statement  have  been 

20  addressed,  substantive  comments  will  be 

21  reviewed  and  responded  to  in  the  Final  EIS. 

22  The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will 

23  be  released  to  the  public  for  a  30-day  period 

24  before  a  record  of  decision  is  signed  by  the 

25  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  or  their  designee. 
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1  The  Record  of  Decision  is  scheduled  to  be 

2  signed  in  June  of  2014. 

3  This  concludes  the  explanation  of  both 

4  the  KC-46A  beddown  proposal,  as  well  as  the 

5  NEPA  Process.  I  now  return  the  program  back  to 

6  our  hearing  officer.  Thank  you. 

7  COLONEL  SHERMAN;  Does  anyone  have 

8  any  questions?  If  so,  we  would  ask  that  you 

9  please  raise  your  hand.  There  does  not  appear 

10  to  be  any  questions.  So  since  there  are  no 

11  questions,  I  would  like  to  begin  the  formal 

12  public  comment  portion  of  the  hearing.  I  will 

13  call  the  speakers  in  the  order  in  which  they 

14  signed  up,  with  any  elected  officials  having 

15  the  opportunity  to  speak  first. 

16  So  the  court  reporter  can  accurately 

17  capture  your  comments,  please  clearly  state 

18  your  full  name  and  the  full  name  of  the 

19  organization  you  represent,  if  any.  Do  not 

20  provide  any  other  personal  information,  such  as 

21  your  home  address  or  phone  number.  Your  oral 

22  comments  will  be  used  to  develop  a  transcript 

23  and  permanent  record  of  this  meeting.  Again, 

24  as  a  courtesy  to  those  others  who  have 

25  registered  to  speak,  please  limit  your  comments 
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1  to  ten  minutes.  This  applies  to  all  of  our 

2  speakers.  Keep  in  mind  you  are  welcome  to 

3  submit  written  comments  and  there  are  no  page 

4  limits.  The  Air  Force  shall  give  equal  weight 

5  to  all  comments,  whether  they  are  oral,  or 

6  written,  or  both. 

7  You  do  not  have  to  speak  for  the  full  ten 

8  minutes.  However,  if  you  choose  to  speak  for 

9  the  full  ten  minutes,  I  will  advise  you  when 

10  your  ten  minutes  are  almost  up.  Following  our 

11  comment,  I  ask  that  you  sit  down  so  that  I  may 

12  call  on  the  next  speaker.  If  you  think  you'll 

13  have  more  comments  than  you  can  present  in  the 

14  time  allotted,  make  the  most  important  comments 

15  first,  and  then  follow  up  by  submitting  the 

16  remainder  of  your  comments  in  writing,  if  you 

17  wish. 

18  Again,  please  understand  there  is  no  page 

19  limit  to  written  comments.  Equal  weight  will 

20  be  given  to  both  oral  and  written  comments. 

21  They  will  all  become  a  part  of  the  official 

22  record  and  be  included  in  the  Final 

23  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

24  I  would  now  like  to  begin.  The  first 

25  speaker  is  Mayor  Larry  Wolgast. 
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1  MAYOR  WOLGAST:  Colonel  Sanders  (sic) 

2  and  Krueger,  my  name  is  Larry  Wolgast.  I'm 

3  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Topeka.  I  have  a  letter 

4  that  we  have  presented  that  --  it  is  a  --  it's 

5  not  a  long  letter.  Actually,  we  speak  in 

6  support  of  the  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of 

7  Commerce,  who  has  a  more  detailed  letter 

8  looking  at  the  various  ramifications  of  the 

9  relocation  and  the  motives  for  it. 

10  I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the 

11  First  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating 

12  Base  with  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing  to  the 

13  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base  in  Topeka, 

14  Kansas.  The  City  of  Topeka  has  been  honored  to 

15  be  the  home  of  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing, 

16  and  our  community  has  demonstrated  that  it  is 

17  well  suited  to  support  the  men  and  women  who 

18  will  be  serving  the  new  KC-46A.  Topeka  is  home 

19  to  multi-generational  military  families  whose 

20  parents  or  grandparents  came  to  Forbes  Air 

21  Force  Base  as  part  of  the  Strategic  Air 

22  Command,  men  and  women  who  stayed  to  start  a 

23  family,  buy  a  home,  join  the  work  force.  These 

24  men  and  women  brought  talent,  energy  and 

25  leadership  skills  which  melted  well  with  our 
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1  goals,  and  Topeka  has  prospered  because  of 

2  their  contributions.  We  are  a  better  city 

3  because  of  their  presence,  and  our  community 

4  remembers  their  role.  The  ties  that  bind  us 

5  together,  Topeka  and  Forbes,  are  strong,  and 

6  the  lines  between  civilian  and  military  are 

7  indistinguishable.  This  indelible 

8  characteristic  can't  be  measured,  but  we  know 

9  it  is  the  heart  and  soul  of  who  we  are  as 

10  Topeka  and  members  of  the  military  service  in 

11  this  community. 

12  Then  I  say,  the  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of 

13  Commerce  has  done  an  outstanding  job  providing 

14  the  facts  and  backgrounds.  I  proudly  endorse 

15  their  comment  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Topeka 

16  and  am  especially  honored  to  extoll  the 

17  attributes  of  this  community  and  its  people. 

18  We  are  excited  about  the  opportunities  we  have 

19  to  offer,  and  I  personally  encourage  you  to 

20  consider  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base 

21  as  the  new  home  for  the  Air  National  Guard 

22  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base.  We  are  ready  to 

23  provide  support  in  any  way  possible.  Thank  you 

24  for  your  consideration.  We  look  forward  to 

25  working  with  you. 
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1  I  want  to  add  two  other  comments.  First, 

2  the  City  of  Topeka,  in  partnership  with  the 

3  Topeka  Military  Relations  Committee,  recognizes 

4  military  personnel  each  year.  Each  of  the 

5  services  in  the  community  selects  an 

6  outstanding  person  in  their  units,  and  they  are 

7  presented  at  the  City  Council  meeting.  On 

8  April  4th  this  year,  the  City  is  recognizing 

9  these  outstanding  service  members  and  including 

10  a  member  of  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard.  I 

11  think  this  speaks  to  the  role  that  this 

12  community  places  on  the  military  service  and 

13  everything  that  it  means  to  this  community.  I 

14  appreciated  hearing  the  --  the  environmental 

15  study  and  the  background,  and  although  not  a 

16  personal  note,  I  will  say  that  I  have  lived  in 

17  the  flight  line  for  a  number  of  years  --  and 

18  I'm  speaking  only  for  myself  --  have  never 

19  thought  it  a  problem,  but  have  thought  it  a 

20  very  good  sound  to  hear  the  planes  flying  over. 

21  Thank  you  very  much. 

22  COLONEL  SHERMAN:  Next  is  Mr.  Bob 

23  Archer,  Chairman,  Shawnee  County  Commission. 

24  CHAIRMAN  ARCHER:  Thank  you,  and 

25  welcome.  Welcome  everyone.  I'm  going  to  begin 
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1  by  reading  the  official  letter,  and  then  I  have 

2  a  personal  comment  to  make.  The  Shawnee  County 

3  Board  of  Commissioners  would  like  to  encourage 

4  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  to  bring  the  First  Air 

5  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  to 

6  the  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base  in 

7  Topeka.  The  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing  has 

8  called  Forbes  home  for  many  years,  and  with 

9  leadership  from  the  Air  Force  and  the  Air 

10  National  Guard,  it  has  become  one  of  the  most 

11  significant  tanker  operations  in  the  country. 

12  Forbes  Field  has  excellent  facilities  and  would 

13  easily  house  the  KC-46A  and  the  additional 

14  personnel.  In  addition  to  the  excellent 

15  facilities  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka  also  offers 

16  some  of  the  most  affordable  housing  in  the 

17  country.  Topeka  has  first  class  medical 

18  facilities,  an  abundance  of  shopping  throughout 

19  the  community,  and  a  wide  variety  of 

20  entertainment.  We  have  first  rate  schools,  and 

21  we  are  home  to  Washburn  University,  which  draws 

22  many  students  from  throughout  the  world,  as 

23  well  as  our  local  students.  We  have  always 

24  been  proud  to  be  the  home  of  the  Air  National 

25  Guard  190th  and  would  be  equally  proud  to  be 
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1  home  of  the  new  KC-46A.  The  airmen  from  the 

2  190th  are  active  in  our  community,  and  they  are 

3  highly  represented  by  the  citizens  in  our 

4  community.  The  active  duty  airmen  and  their 

5  families  with  the  KC-46A  operating  base  would 

6  equally  be  welcome  and  would  quickly  become  a 

7  part  of  our  family.  The  Board  of  County 

8  Commissioners  strongly  encourages  you  to 

9  consider  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base 

10  as  the  new  home  for  the  Air  National  Guard 

11  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base.  We  stand  ready  to 

12  provide  whatever  assistance  we  can  to  assure  a 

13  smooth  transition  and  move  to  Topeka.  Signed 

14  Bob  Archer,  Chair;  Kevin  Cook,  Vice  Chair;  and 

15  Shelly  Buhler,  Member  of  the  Commission. 

16  COLONEL  SHERMAN:  Thank  you,  sir. 

17  CHAIRMAN  ARCHER:  Now,  on  a  personal 

18  note,  as  an  elected  official,  I  get  a  lot  of 

19  different  assignments  and  requests,  and  one 

20  that  I  got  for  the  Visit  Topeka  magazine  was  to 

21  say  in  your  own  words  what  makes  Topeka  unique. 

22  And  I  submitted  the  following:  The  small  town 

23  charm,  friendliness  and  cooperation  of  a 

24  capital  city  with  great  education,  arts  and 

25  livability  make  Topeka  one  of  a  kind.  I  hope 
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1  you'll  locate  here.  We'd  really  love  to  have 

2  the  fueler.  Thank  you  very  much. 

3  COLONEL  SHERMAN;  Next  we  have  Mr. 

4  Neil  Dobler  from  the  Chamber  of  Commerce.  Sir. 

5  MR.  DOBLER:  Thank  you.  Thank  you 

6  and  welcome.  My  name  is  Neil  Dobler.  I 

7  represent  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  the 

8  capacity  of  the  chairman  of  the  board  for  2014. 

9  I  have  some  prepared  comments  which  I  will 

10  leave. 

11  The  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce 

12  strongly  urges  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  to  place  the 

13  First  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating 

14  Base  with  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing  at 

15  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Topeka, 

16  Kansas.  The  190th  has  worked  diligently  over 

17  the  years  along  with  the  leadership  from  the 

18  Air  Force  and  Air  National  guard  to  create  one 

19  of  the  highest-quality  and  most  cost  effective 

20  tanker  operations  in  the  country.  They  have 

21  done  that  with  the  strong  support  of  this 

22  community,  as  you  have  heard  from  the  Mayor  and 

23  Chairman  Archer.  This  community  has  been  home 

24  to  Forbes  Field  since  1942,  so  we  have  a  long, 

25  long  history. 
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1  Forbes  Field  is  optimally  located  to 

2  support  the  air  refuelling  needs  of  the 

3  Department  of  Defense,  as  well  as  having  first 

4  class  facilities  that  would  require  very  little 

5  investment  to  house  the  KC-46A  and  additional 

6  active  duty  airmen.  The  existing  ramp  space 

7  will  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  with  room 

8  to  spare.  Furthermore,  a  recent  collaborative 

9  effort  by  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing,  the 

10  City  of  Topeka,  Shawnee  County,  Topeka  Chamber, 

11  and  local  industry  was  successful  in  rezoning 

12  areas  around  the  base  that  will  help  protect 

13  the  runway  from  encroachment  for  years  to  come. 

14  In  addition  to  the  many  positives  Forbes  Field 

15  has  to  offer,  the  greater  Topeka  community  is 

16  also  well  positioned  to  meet  the  needs  of 

17  active  duty  airmen  and  their  families  assigned 

18  to  the  base.  The  Topeka  community  has  the 

19  necessary  quality  housing  to  accommodate 

20  additional  personnel  and  their  families. 

21  Topeka  is  consistently  ranked  as  one  of  the 

22  most  affordable  metropolitan  areas  in  the 

23  country  for  housing;  additionally,  in  2011, 

24  Topeka's  housing  was  ranked  as  number  six  in 

25  affordable  housing  for  veterans  in  the  country 
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2 

Topeka  has  also  benefited  from  several 

3 

large  corporations  that  have  recently  built 

4 

facilities  near  Forbes  Field  that  provide  well 

5 

paying  jobs  that  military  dependents  may  be 

6 

interested  in.  We  have  high  achieving,  strong 

7 

K  through  12  public  and  parochial  private 

8 

schools  throughout  the  communities.  These 

9 

schools  have  innovative  programs,  newer 

10 

facilities,  and  are  technology  rich.  As  Mr. 

11 

Archer  mentioned,  Topeka  is  also  home  to 

12 

Washburn  University,  which  is  just  a  few 

13 

minutes'  drive  from  the  base  and  will  provide 

14 

airmen  and  their  dependents  with  the 

15 

opportunity  to  receive  a  college  degree  while 

16 

stationed  at  Forbes  Field.  Additionally,  the 

17 

University  of  Kansas  and  Kansas  State 

18 

University  are  both  located  less  than  an  hour 

19 

from  Topeka. 

20 

Finally,  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing 

21 

has  built  a  strong  and  positive  working 

22 

relationship  with  the  Metropolitan  Topeka 

23 

Airport  Authority  created  through  strong 

24 

commitment  to  public  and  private  partnerships. 

25 

This  lasting  relationship  gives  the  190th  the 
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1  ability  to  maintain  a  secure  and  low-cost 

2  installation  by  sharing  infrastructure  and  cost 

3  for  dual  use  facilities  and  functions.  It  is  a 

4  true  public/private  partnership. 

5  The  Topeka  community  actively  embraces 

6  the  190th,  not  only  for  the  economic  impact, 

7  but  for  the  many  intangible  impacts  military 

8  service  has  on  our  community.  190th  personnel 

9  are  locally  regarded  as  the  highest  quality 

10  community  members,  respected  by  both  the 

11  business  community  and  the  citizens  of  Topeka 

12  and  Kansas.  The  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of 

13  Commerce  places  such  importance  in  the  190th' s 

14  presence  in  Topeka  that  a  permanent  position 

15  was  created  in  2004  on  the  Chamber  board  of 

16  directors  for  the  190th  Commander  to  be  assured 

17  that  the  needs  of  the  190th  and  their  mission 

18  are  always  supported  by  the  business  community. 

19  Additionally,  the  citizen  airmen  of  the 

20  190th  are  our  neighbors  and  friends.  They 

21  provide  community  --  the  community  with 

22  leadership  and  core  values  instilled  by  the  Air 

23  Force.  We  are  proud  to  be  the  home  of  the  Air 

24  National  Guard's  190th. 

25  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the 
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community  stand  with  the  190th  Air  Refuelling 

33 

2 

Wing,  the  Adjutant  General,  and  the  Governor  of 

3 

Kansas  to  encourage  your  attention  to  their 

4 

capabilities  and  readiness  to  accept  the  new 

5 

assignment  of  KC-46A  tankers.  We  are  always 

6 

ready  to  provide  assistance  and  partnership 

7 

with  the  190th  and  express  our  desire  to  the 

8 

new  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating 

9 

Base  at  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base, 

10 

Topeka,  Kansas. 

11 

This  letter  has  been  signed  by  the  board 

12 

of  directors,  and  I'll  leave  that  with  you. 

13 

And  I  appreciate  your  time.  Thank  you  very 

14 

much . 

15 

COLONEL  SHERMAN:  Our  next  speaker  is 

16 

Gina  Pensick  (spelled  phonetically). 

17 

MS.  PENSICK:  I'm  simply  going  to 

18 

submit  written  comments,  ma'am. 

19 

COLONEL  SHERMAN:  Thank  you.  And  Mr. 

20 

Allan  Towle.  Sir. 

21 

MR.  TOWLE:  I  apologize.  I  did  not 

22 

write  my  comment .  Most  of  what  I  have  to  say 

23 

has  already  been  said,  but  I  think  it's 

24 

important  --  I  apologize.  I  am  Allan  Towle, 

25 

president  of  Fidelity  State  Bank  &  Trust 
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1  Company  and  chairman  of  the  board  of  Go  Topeka. 

2  Most  of  what  I've  already  said  has  been  said  by 

3  the  distinguished  gentlemen  that  got  to  speak 

4  ahead  of  me.  And  I  appreciate  them  going 

5  through  all  of  that. 

6  I  do  want  to  add  that  the  Topeka  business 

7  community  --  and  I  see  this  in  my  work  life, 

8  and  I  see  this  in  being  involved  in  Go  Topeka 

9  --  is  very  supportive  of  the  military,  very 

10  supportive  of  the  190th.  The  190th  adds  great 

11  economic  value  to  Topeka,  and  I  believe  Topeka 

12  adds  great  economic  value  to  the  190th.  One  of 

13  the  advantages  of  bringing  the  aircraft  here  is 

14  that  we  do  have  a  very  large  Air  Force  base 

15  runway  so  it  can  accommodate  those.  The 

16  facilities  here  and  the  infrastructure  here  are 

17  already  in  place,  with  minor  adjustments  for 

18  the  military  to  be  able  to  use  our  facilities 

19  here  in  Topeka.  Our  community  has  very  strong 

20  support.  We've  got  the  housing,  we've  got  the 

21  schools,  we've  got  some  great  opportunities  for 

22  education  and  great  opportunities  for  jobs  for 

23  the  family  members  of  the  military  that  would 

24  be  coming  to  Topeka  should  this  happen.  So  it 

25  would  be  a  great  opportunity  for  the  military 
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1  as  well  to  come  to  Topeka  with  these  additional 

2  aircraft. 

3  A  few  years  ago  my  son  joined  the  Marine 

4  Reserves;  and  with  that,  I  have  had  an 

5  opportunity  to  get  a  little  more  first  hand 

6  knowledge  and  observation,  I  should  probably 

7  say,  of  how  the  public  supports  the  military  in 

8  Topeka.  And  it  is  just  outstanding  when  he 

9  goes  places,  the  reactions  that  he  gets  because 

10  of  his  service  to  our  country.  And  we 

11  certainly  appreciate  your  service  to  our 

12  country  and  everything  that  you  have  done  for 

13  us  through  today.  We  certainly  encourage  you 

14  to  bring  the  KC-46A  here  to  Topeka.  Thank  you 

15  very  much. 

16  COLONEL  SHERMAN:  You're  welcome, 

17  sir.  This  evening's  goal  was  to  provide  you 

18  with  open  communication  and  accurate 

19  information  to  ensure  your  informed 

20  participation  in  the  NEPA  Process.  I  hope  that 

21  we  have  achieved  that  goal.  Please  feel  free 

22  to  visit  the  information  booths  and  ask  any 

23  additional  questions  you  may  have  regarding 

24  this  proposed  action.  You  have  an  opportunity 

25  during  the  formal  comment  period  ending  March 
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1  24th,  2014,  to  provide  written  coinments. 

2  Please  stop  by  the  registration  booth  to  get 

3  any  additional  materials  you  may  need. 

4  Thank  you  and  have  a  good  evening. 

5 

6 
7 


9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-36 


Final  -  June  2014 


37 

1  CERTIFICATE 

2  STATE  OF  KANSAS  ) 

)  SS : 

3  COUNTY  OF  SHAWNEE  ) 

4  I,  Roxana  S.  Montgomery,  a  Certified 

5  Shorthand  Reporter  in  and  for  the  State  of 

6  Kansas,  duly  commissioned  as  such  by  the 

7  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  do  hereby 

8  certify  that  I  was  present  at  and  reported  in 

9  shorthand  the  foregoing  proceedings  had  at  the 

10  aforementioned  time  and  place;  further  that  the 

11  foregoing  35  pages  is  a  true  and  correct 

12  transcript  of  my  notes  requested  transcribed. 

13  IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto 

14  affixed  my  Official  Seal  this _ day  of 

15  _ ,  2014. 

16 

17 

18 

19  Roxana  S.  Montgomery 

CERTIFIED  SHORTHAND  REPORTER 

20  Registration  No.  1409 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  PUBLIC  HEARING . 

EIS  HEARING  PROCEEDINGS . 

IN  RE:  Public  hearing  for  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Second  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown  of 
the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft.... 


HELD  BEFORE: 

Colonel  William  Muldoon 
Captain  April  Doolittle 
Colonel  Robert  Meyer 
Captain  Robert  Mendez 
Anne  Rowe,  Project  Manager 


HELD  ON:  Tuesday,  March  4,  2014 
REPORTED  BY: 

PATRICIA  A.  TERRACCIANO,  Certified  Court 
Reporter  (License  No.  1158)  and  Notary  Public  of 
New  Jersey,  on  the  above  date,  commencing  at  five 
o'clock  p.m.,  at  the  offices  of  Plumbsted  Fire 
District  #1  Fire  Station,  59  Main  Street,  New 
Egypt,  New  Jersey. 


NATIONAL  COURT  REPORTERS,  INC 
7835  Freeway  Circle 
Middleburg  Heights,  Ohio  44130-6318 
888-800-9656 
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EIS  Hearing  Proceedings: 

Page  2 

2 

CAPTAIN  APRIL  DOOLITTLE,  (the 

3 

BASE  Public  Affairs  Officer) :  Good 

4 

evening  ladies  and  gentlemen,  and  welcome 

5 

to  the  public  hearing  for  the  Draft 

6 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 

7 

Second  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown  of  the 

8 

KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft.  I  am  Captain 

9 

April  Doolittle  with  the  108th  Wing 

10 

Public  Affairs  Office,  located  in  central 

11 

New  Jersey. 

12 

Please  enjoy  the  refreshments 

13 

provided.  Restrooms  are  outside  in  the 

14 

lobby,  and  smoking  in  the  facility  is 

15 

prohibited. 

16 

Before  starting  the  formal 

17 

portion  of  tonight's  hearing,  I  ask  that 

18 

cell  phones  be  turned  off  or  placed  in 

19 

the  silent  mode.  During  the  proceedings. 

20 

please  do  not  interrupt  the  speakers  and 

21 

please  be  respectful  to  those  providing 

22 

oral  comments.  We  will  do  our  best  to 

23 

give  everyone  an  opportunity  to  speak,  in 

24 

the  time  we  have. 

25 

Colonel  William  Muldoon  (Judge 

National  Court  Reporters,  Inc  888.800.9656 
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Advocate)  will  now  begin  the  formal 

Page  3 

2 

portion  of  tonight's  hearing. 

3 

COLONEL  WILLIiyd  MULDOON  (Judge 

4 

Advocate) :  Good  evening  and  thank  you 

5 

Captain  Doolittle.  I  am  Judge  Colonel 

6 

Bill  Muldoon  and  I  am  a  Chief  Regional 

7 

Military  Judge  of  the  United  States  Air 

8 

Force  from  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada. 

9 

I'd  like  to  make  clear  from  the  outset 

10 

that  I'm  here  in  my  capacity  as  a  federal 

11 

judge  solely  to  act  as  a  moderator  in 

12 

this  hearing.  The  United  States  Trial 

13 

Judiciary  is  an  independent  organization. 

14 

I  do  not  work  for,  or  with,  anyone  in 

15 

this  room.  I  am  not  a  member  of  this 

16 

command  or  assigned  to  this  installation. 

17 

I  report  directly  to  the  Chief  Trial 

18 

Judge  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  and 

19 

to  the  Judge  Advocate  General  of  the  Air 

20 

Force.  I  have  had  no  involvement  with 

21 

the  preparation  of  this  proposed  action 

22 

or  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I 

23 

have  not  rendered  legal  advice  or 

24 

assistance  with  respect  to  this  action. 

25 

I'm  here  tonight  to  serve  as  an 

National  Court  Reporters,  Inc  888.800.9656 


B6-40 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Final  -  June  2014 


1 

independent  public  hearing  officer 

Page  4 

2 

regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

3 

Statement.  I  am  responsible  for 

4 

providing  everyone  an  opportunity  to 

5 

comment  tonight  on  the  proposed  action, 

6 

alternatives,  and  associated 

7 

environmental  analysis. 

8 

This  public  hearing  provides 

9 

you  with  the  formal  opportunity  for 

10 

comment.  I  do  not  make  any 

11 

recommendation  or  decision  on  whether  the 

12 

proposed  project  should  be  continued. 

13 

modified,  or  abandoned  or  how  the 

14 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  be 

15 

prepared.  Therefore,  during  the  public 

16 

comment  portion  of  this  hearing  I  urge 

17 

you  to  direct  your  comments  to  the 

18 

individuals  on  our  panel. 

19 

The  purpose  of  this  public 

20 

hearing  is  to  provide  you  with  an 

21 

opportunity  to  comment  on  the  findings  of 

22 

the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

23 

More  importantly,  this  hearing  is  a 

24 

formal  opportunity  for  you  to  get 

25 

involved  in  the  NEPA  Process. 
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This  hearing  is  scheduled  to 

Page  5 

2 

conclude  at  8:00  p.m.,  but  if  necessary, 

3 

will  continue  until  all  comments  have 

4 

been  received.  This  formal  session  may 

5 

end  before  8:00  p.m.,  if  there  are  no 

6 

more  comments.  However,  the  overall 

7 

hearing,  including  materials  to  be  viewed 

8 

and  discussion  with  team  members 

9 

individually,  will  continue  until  8:00 

10 

p.m.,  unless  all  interested  parties  have 

11 

left  the  meeting. 

12 

If  following  the  presentation 

13 

any  members  of  the  audience  have 

14 

questions  regarding  clarification  of  any 

15 

points  you  may  not  have  understood,  you 

16 

may  fill  out  a  question  card,  which  can 

17 

be  found  at  the  registration  desk  or  on 

18 

several  tables  scattered  throughout  the 

19 

room,  or  you  may  raise  your  hand  now  and 

20 

someone  will  bring  a  card  to  you. 

21 

Once  you  have  filled  out  your 

22 

question  on  the  card,  please  raise  your 

23 

hand  again  and  one  of  our  staff  will 

24 

collect  it  from  you.  Only  questions 

25 

regarding  clarification  of  the  topics 
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presented  will  be  entertained.  General 

Page  6 

2 

comments  on  the  action  will  not  be  read 

3 

by  our  panel,  but  you  may  present  your 

4 

comment  orally  later  in  this  evening  or 

5 

submit  it  on  one  of  the  comment  cards 

6 

found  throughout  the  room. 

7 

Once  questions  have  been 

8 

answered,  members  of  the  audience  who 

9 

checked  the  box  on  their  registration 

10 

cards  indicating  their  desire  to  provide 

11 

oral  comments  will  be  asked  to  come 

12 

forward . 

13 

Registration  cards  were 

14 

available  at  the  registration  table  as 

15 

you  came  in.  If  you  have  not  filled  out 

16 

a  card  or  indicated  your  desire  to  speak 

17 

and  wish  to  do  so,  please  raise  your  hand 

18 

and  a  card  will  be  provided  to  you  now. 

19 

In  addition,  there  are 

20 

materials  at  the  door  describing  the 

21 

official  Air  National  Guard  proposal,  the 

22 

description  of  the  proposed  action  and 

23 

alternatives,  and  information  on 

24 

locations  where  you  can  review  the  draft 

25 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  after 
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tonight,  if  you  have  not  already  done  so. 

Page  7 

2 

To  ensure  that  all  interested 

3 

citizens  have  an  opportunity  to  speak,  I 

4 

will  limit  the  comments  to  ten  minutes 

5 

per  person.  If  time  allows  after 

6 

everyone  has  had  an  opportunity  to 

7 

provide  their  comments,  you  may  have  more 

8 

time.  You  will  only  be  allowed  to 

9 

comment  when  your  name  is  called. 

10 

Elected  officials  and  individuals 

11 

representing  organizations  will  be  called 

12 

upon  first. 

13 

A  court  reporter  is  recording 

14 

this  proceeding  for  the  record.  We  will 

15 

take  a  ten-minute  break  every  hour  to 

16 

allow  the  court  reporter  to  take  a  break. 

17 

As  mentioned  earlier, 

18 

restrooms  are  located  to  the  left  down 

19 

the  hallway  that  is  marked  with  the  exit 

20 

sign,  and  refreshments  can  be  found  near 

21 

the  check-in  desk. 

22 

Throughout  this  hearing,  I  ask 

23 

that  you  keep  in  mind  that  this  public 

24 

hearing  is  not  a  debate,  or  any  type  of 

25 

vote  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
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Statement,  nor  is  it  primarily  designed 

Page  8 

2 

as  a  question-and-answer  session, 

3 

although  legitimate,  clarifying  questions 

4 

may  be  asked. 

5 

At  the  conclusion  of  this 

6 

hearing  you  may  discuss  the  findings  of 

7 

the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

8 

in  greater  detail  with  the  staff  members 

9 

from  the  108th  Wing,  National  Guard 

10 

Bureau,  and  the  consultant's  technical 

11 

representatives . 

12 

If  you  do  not  wish  to  provide 

13 

oral  comments,  written  comments  will  be 

14 

accepted  and  will  be  given  equal 

15 

consideration.  Even  if  you  do  make  an 

16 

oral  statement,  you  are  welcome  to 

17 

provide  a  written  statement  to  reaffirm 

18 

the  comments  you  made  and  any  additional 

19 

comments  you  would  like  to  make. 

20 

Written  comments  should  be 

21 

sent  to  the  National  Guard  Bureau  at  the 

22 

address  printed  on  the  comment  form  that 

23 

you  filed  out,  or  on  the  website.  The 

24 

address  is  also  printed  on  the  comment 

25 

sheets  . 

National  Court  Reporters,  Inc  888.800.9656 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-45 


Final  -  June  2014 


1 

All  relevant,  substantive 

Page  9 

2 

comments  will  be  included  in  the 

3 

administrative  record  and  will  be 

4 

addressed  in  the  Final  Environmental 

5 

Impact  Statement.  The  formal  comment 

6 

period  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

7 

Statement  ends  on  March  24,  2014,  It  is 

8 

very  important  for  you  to  realize  that 

9 

the  New  Jersey  Air  National  Guard  and  the 

10 

National  Guard  Bureau  will  be  open  and 

11 

responsive  to  your  comments  and  concerns 

12 

throughout  the  NEPA  process. 

13 

It  is  a  requirement  to  inform 

14 

you  that  under  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974, 

15 

your  name,  address  and  comments,  if 

16 

provided  during  this  NEPA  process,  will 

17 

be : 

18 

>  Used  to  compile  mailing 

19 

lists  for  sending  project  reports, 

20 

brochures,  and  other  information 

21 

concerning  the  Environmental  Impact 

22 

Statement  to  those  individuals  and  groups 

23 

who  might  be  interested. 

24 

>  Forwarded  to  federal,  state 

25 

and  local  agencies,  and  elected 
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officials . 

Page  10 

2 

>  The  addresses  of  private 

3 

individuals  submitting  comments  will  NOT, 

4 

repeat,  "will  NOT,"  be  published  in 

5 

documents  released  to  the  public. 

6 

Failure  to  provide  the 

7 

information  requested  would  prevent 

8 

delivery  of  documents  and  notification  of 

9 

further  developments.  However,  documents 

10 

are  available  on  the  project  website  and 

11 

in  select  libraries,  with  locations 

12 

published  in  local  newspapers. 

13 

Now,  before  we  proceed  with 

14 

the  presentation,  if  you  have  not 

15 

reviewed  a  copy  of  the  Draft 

16 

Environmental  Impact  Statement,  copies 

17 

are  available  for  you  to  review  while  in 

18 

attendance  at  this  hearing  at  each  of  the 

19 

information  booths. 

20 

Further,  you  may  pick  up  a  CD 

21 

with  the  document  on  it  at  the  check-in 

22 

desk.  There  is  also  a  list  of  locations 

23 

where  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

24 

is  provided  for  public  review  after  this 

25 

meeting  in  the  informational  handouts. 
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If  you  did  not  receive  other 

Page  11 

2 

informational  materials  that  were 

3 

available  at  the  entrance,  please  raise 

4 

your  hand  and  someone  will  provide  them 

5 

to  you. 

6 

At  this  point,  I  will  turn 

7 

this  over  to  Colonel  Meyer,  the  Commander 

8 

for  the  lOBth  air  refueling  Wing. 

9 

COLONEL  MEYER:  Thank  you.  Your 

10 

Honor.  Good  evening,  my  name  is  Colonel 

11 

Bob  Meyer,  and  I  am  the  Wing  Commander 

12 

for  the  108th  Air  Refueling  Wing,  New 

13 

Jersey  Air  National  Guard,  at  Joint  Base 

14 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst . 

15 

On  behalf  of  the  New  Jersey 

16 

Air  National  Guard,  I  want  to  welcome  all 

17 

of  you  to  this  important  public  hearing 

18 

regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

19 

Statement  for  the  proposed  beddown  of  the 

20 

KC-46A  tanker  aicraft. 

21 

It  is  our  goal  this  evening  to 

22 

provide  you  with  information  about  the 

23 

proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  the 

24 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 

25 

commonly  referred  to  as  NEPA,  and  to 
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ensure  your  maximum  participation  and 
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2 

understanding  of  this  process. 

3 

I  would  like  to  introduce  you 

4 

to  individuals  who  are  here  this  evening 

5 

to  assist  in  answering  questions  about 

6 

the  aircraft  conversion  and  to  facilitate 

7 

your  participation  in  commenting  on  the 

8 

findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental 

9 

Impact  Statement, 

10 

You  have  already  met  Colonel 

11 

William  Muldoon  from  Headquarters  Air 

12 

Force,  He  will  be  presiding  over  this 

13 

evening's  hearing.  Next  we  have  Captain 

14 

Robert  Mendez,  the  108th  Wing's 

15 

Environmental  Manager  who  will  provide 

16 

you  with  an  overview  of  the  proposed 

17 

action  and  alternatives;  and  Anne  Rowe, 

18 

from  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  who  will 

19 

be  explaining  some  key  considerations 

20 

regarding  the  National  Environmental 

21 

Policy  Act , 

22 

We  also  have  a  number  of  other 

23 

individuals  who  have  been  involved  in  the 

24 

development  of  the  Environmental  Impact 

25 

Statement,  They  are  from  the  New  Jersey 
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International  Guard,  the  National  Guard 
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2 

Bureau  and  Cardno  TEC,  our  environmental 

3 

consultants.  They  will  be  available 

4 

after  the  current  formal  session  to 

5 

answer  questions  and  to  help  facilitate 

6 

this  process.  You  will  find  that  any 

7 

member  in  uniform  or  with  an  EIS  name  tag 

8 

can  either  answer  your  questions  or 

9 

direct  you  to  the  right  individual  to 

10 

answer  your  questions. 

11 

The  greater  central  New  Jersey 

12 

community  is  important  to  the  108th  Wing, 

13 

and  community  input  is  valuable  to  the 

14 

environmental  analysis.  Joint  Base 

15 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  is  the  current  home 

16 

of  the  108th  Wing.  Many  of  our  current. 

17 

as  well  as  retired  members  live  in  the 

18 

area.  We  are  part  of  this  community. 

19 

Many  of  you  have  been 

20 

consistently  supportive  of  the  military 

21 

and  of  the  108th  Wing.  This  community 

22 

helped  foster  the  development  of  the  New 

23 

Jersey  Air  National  Guard  as  well  as  the 

24 

108th  Wing  over  many  years.  This  support 

25 

is  and  has  been  deeply  appreciated.  Like 
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you,  our  members  live  and  work  in  this 
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2 

community  and  care  deeply  about  its 

3 

future.  This  is  home  to  all  of  us. 

4 

The  proposed  action  is  for  the 

5 

Air  Force  to  replace  a  portion  of  the 

6 

existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling  fleet 

7 

with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new 

8 

aircraft  to  the  Air  Force's  fleet.  As 

9 

such,  the  Air  Force  plans  to  identify 

10 

locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal 

11 

training  unit  (also  known  as  "FTU")  and 

12 

the  First  Main  Operating  Base  (also  known 

13 

as  "MOB  1"),  which  will  both  be  led  by 

14 

active  duty  units.  This  has  been  the 

15 

subject  of  a  separate  Environmental 

16 

Impact  Statement  and  is  NOT  a  part  of 

17 

this  discussion  this  evening. 

18 

The  Air  Force  will  also 

19 

beddown  the  KC-46A  at  a  Second  Main 

20 

Operating  Base  (also  known  as  "MOB  2"), 

21 

which  will  be  led  by  an  International 

22 

Guard  unit.  This  hearing  is  regarding 

23 

the  Second  MOB,  Main  Operating  Base 

24 

beddown  only,  as  the  FTU  and  MOB  1 

25 

beddown  are  the  subject  of  a  separate 
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action . 
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2 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  has 

3 

prepared  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

4 

Statement  to  analyze  the  potential 

5 

impacts  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown.  The 

6 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

7 

analyzes  potential  environmental 

8 

consequences  that  could  result  from  the 

9 

proposed  beddown  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at 

10 

any  of  five  alternative  International 

11 

Guard  installations,  including: 

12 

>  Forbes  Air  National  Guard 

13 

Station,  Kansas;. 

14 

>  Joint  Base 

15 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst ,  New  Jersey;. 

16 

>  Pease  Air  National  Guard 

17 

Station,  New  Hampshire; . 

18 

>  Pittsburgh  Air  National 

19 

Guard  Station,  Pennsylvania;  and. 

20 

>  Rickenbacker  Air  National 

21 

Guard  Station,  Ohio. 

22 

The  no-action  alternative  is 

23 

required  by  the  National  Environmental 

24 

Policy  Act,  and  will  be  evaluated  also  to 

25 

provide  a  baseline  for  decision-makers. 
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The  no-action  alternative  evaluates  the 

Page  16 

2 

environmental  consequences  of  not  basing 

3 

the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  installation. 

4 

Under  the  no-action  alternative,  no 

5 

installation  would  be  selected  to  host 

6 

the  KC-46A  for  the  Second  Main  Operating 

7 

Base . 

8 

In  2013,  the  Secretary  of  the 

9 

Air  Force  announced  Pease  International 

10 

Guard  Station  as  the  preferred 

11 

alternative  for  the  KC-46A  Second  Main 

12 

Operating  Base,  The  United  States  Air 

13 

Force  selected  Pease  Air  National  Guard 

14 

Station  based  on  an  operational  analysis. 

15 

results  of  site  surveys,  and  military 

16 

judgment  factors.  We  would  like  to 

17 

emphasize  that  although  the  preferred 

18 

alternative  for  the  beddown  has  been 

19 

announced,  no  formal  decision  has  been 

20 

made  on  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft 

21 

currently  under  analysis  in  this  draft 

22 

EIS.  Until  a  final  decision  is  made  by 

23 

the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  all 

24 

alternatives  are  still  under 

25 

consideration  and  are  treated  equally. 
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As  shown  on  the  poster  boards, 
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2 

as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there 

3 

would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft 

4 

based  at  the  selected  installation;  a 

5 

change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using 

6 

associated  air  space;  changes  to  staffing 

7 

and  manpower  at  the  selected  location; 

8 

changes  to  the  number  of  airfield 

9 

operations;  as  well  as  minor  required 

10 

construction,  building  renovation,  and 

11 

facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no 

12 

new  or  modified  airspace  required  to 

13 

support  this  action.  The  proposed 

14 

aircraft  beddown  is  estimated  to  begin  in 

15 

late  2017  or  2018  for  the  National  Guard 

16 

Bureau . 

17 

If  Joint  Base 

18 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  is  selected  for  the 

19 

MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  8  KC-135  aircraft 

20 

would  be  replaced  by  12  KC-46A  aircraft. 

21 

personnel  would  increase  by  287 

22 

individuals,  total  airfield  operations 

23 

would  increase  by  15  percent,  and  the 

24 

acreage  off  airport-controlled  property 

25 

within  the  65  decibel  Day-Night  Average 
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Sound  Level  noise  contour  --  there  is  a 
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2 

mouthful  --  would  increase  by  419  acres. 

3 

If  Joint  Base 

4 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  is  not  chosen  for 

5 

the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker 

6 

Aircraft,  the  existing  KC-135  will  remain 

7 

at  the  base  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

8 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for 

9 

your  attendance  and  your  interest  this 

10 

evening.  Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be 

11 

of  further  assistance,  either  during  or 

12 

after  tonight's  formal  proceedings 

13 

conclude.  With  that,  I  will  turn  over 

14 

the  hearing  to  Captain  Mendez, 

15 

Environmental  Manager  for  the  108th  Wing. 

16 

Thank  you. 

17 

CAPTAIN  MENDEZ:  Thank  you, 

18 

Colonel  Meyer.  Good  evening  ladies  and 

19 

gentlemen  and  welcome  to  the  public 

20 

hearing  for  the  Draft  Environmental 

21 

Impact  Statement.  As  the  Commander 

22 

indicate,  I  am  Captain  Robert  Mendez,  and 

23 

I  serve  as  the  environmental  manager  for 

24 

the  108th  Wing.  As  a  member  of  the  unit 

25 

and  of  the  local  community  I  am  very 

National  Court  Reporters,  Inc  888.800.9656 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-55 


Final  -  June  2014 


1 

interested  in  what  happens  here  as  well. 
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2 

This  is  an  important  occasion  in  which  to 

3 

discuss  this  topic  and  I  appreciate  your 

4 

interest,  your  participation,  and  your 

5 

comments . 

6 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

7 

Statement  evaluates  impacts  to  eleven 

8 

resources  by  the  proposed  action  to 

9 

include  Noise,  Air  Quality,  Safety, 

10 

Biological  Resources,  and  Cultural 

11 

Resources.  Other  Resources  evaluated  can 

12 

be  reviewed  in  the  Draft  Environmental 

13 

Impact  Statement.  As  a  result  of  the 

14 

draft  environmental  analysis,  we  do  not 

15 

expect  the  proposed  action  to  have  any 

16 

significant  impacts  to  any  resources. 

17 

I  will  speak,  briefly  to  most 

18 

of  the  resources  I  just  mentioned; 

19 

however,  more  in-depth  information  is 

20 

provided  in  the  Draft  EIS  document  for 

21 

all  eleven  resources. 

22 

The  noise  poster  board  shows 

23 

baseline  noise  contours  from  existing 

24 

KC-135  aircraft  operations  and  proposed 

25 

noise  contours  from  KC-46A  aircraft 
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operations  at  Joint  Base 

Page  20 

2 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst ,  The  analysis  was 

3 

based  on  8,040  allocated  flying  hours  for 

4 

each  unit,  which  is  a  conservative 

5 

estimate,  meaning  that  flying  hours  would 

6 

most  certainly  be  below  that  number  for 

7 

each  alternative. 

8 

As  you  can  see  the  noise 

9 

contours  would  increase  with  an  addition 

10 

of  419  acres  off  airport-controlled 

11 

property  affected.  Impacts  to  Air 

12 

Quality  from  proposed  operational 

13 

emissions  would  be  less  than  significant 

14 

for  all  criteria  pollutants,  except 

15 

nitrogen  oxides,  which  would  be  above  the 

16 

de  minimis  threshold  of  100  tons  per 

17 

year.  A  conformity  determination  is 

18 

being  prepared  to  address  this  and  will 

19 

be  completed  prior  to  finalizing  the 

20 

Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The 

21 

National  Guard  Bureau  is  coordinating 

22 

with  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-La kehurst  and 

23 

the  New  Jersey  Department  of 

24 

Environmental  Quality  on  the  effort. 

25 

Under  this  Alternative  minor 
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construction  and  renovation  of  facilities 
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2 

would  be  required  resulting  in 

3 

approximately  4.7  acres  of  temporary  soil 

4 

disturbance  and  2.4  acres  of  new 

5 

impervious  surface.  There  would  be  no 

6 

impacts  to  wetlands,  floodplains,  or 

7 

federally  listed  species.  In  addition. 

8 

the  Air  National  Guard  has  initiated 

9 

government-to-government  coordination 

10 

with  all  federally  recognized  tribes 

11 

affiliated  with  the  area.  To  date,  from 

12 

the  responses  we  have  received,  no  tribe 

13 

has  indicated  that  any  traditional 

14 

resources  occur  in  the  project  area. 

15 

We  look  forward  to  input 

16 

provided  from  the  public  and  affected 

17 

communities  as  we  proceed  through  the 

18 

NEPA  process.  Once  the  requirements  of 

19 

NEPA  are  complete,  the  Air  Force  will 

20 

make  its  final  basing  decision. 

21 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

22 

and  I  will  now  turn  the  presentation  over 

23 

to  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  the  National  Guard 

24 

Bureau  Project  Manager  for  the 

25 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  discuss 
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the  NEPA  process. 
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2 

ANNE  ROWE:  Thank  you,  Captain 

3 

Mendez . 

4 

I  will  briefly  summarize  the 

5 

NEPA  process.  The  National  Environmental 

6 

Policy  Act,  commonly  referred  to  as  NEPA, 

7 

aids  Federal  agency  decision-makers  in 

8 

determining  the  future  course  of  federal 

9 

actions.  It  is  the  objective  of  NEPA  to 

10 

ensure  that  decision-makers  have  the 

11 

environmental  information  and  public 

12 

input  to  facilitate  informed  decisions. 

13 

The  goal  of  preparing  the 

14 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  to 

15 

support  sound  decisions  through  the 

16 

assessment  of  potential  environmental 

17 

impacts,  as  well  as  involving  the  public 

18 

in  the  process.  The  result  of  this 

19 

analysis  and  other  relevant  factors  will 

20 

be  considered  before  a  decision  is  made 

21 

by  the  Air  Force  on  this  proposal. 

22 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

23 

Statement,  or  Draft  EIS,  which  was  made 

24 

available  for  your  viewing  at  a  number  of 

25 

public  locations  beginning  on  February 
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7th,  2014,  presents  the  findings  and 
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2 

analysis  of  the  proposed  action  and 

3 

alternatives  on  environmental  criteria 

4 

set  forth  by  NEPA. 

5 

Tonight's  public  hearing  is 

6 

the  second  of  two  public  comment  forums 

7 

that  provide  the  public  an  opportunity  to 

8 

comment  on  the  scope  and  content  of  the 

9 

Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The 

10 

first  forum,  called  a  scoping  meeting. 

11 

was  held  at  here  and  at  the  other 

12 

alternative  locations  in  June  2013. 

13 

Comments  have  also  been 

14 

solicited  from  local,  state  and  Federal 

15 

agencies  that  have  jurisdiction  over 

16 

particular  resources,  such  as  air  and 

17 

water  quality.  That  process  began  with 

18 

the  release  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to 

19 

prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

20 

on  May  17,  2013,  and  continues  today  with 

21 

public  and  agency  review  of  the  Draft 

22 

Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

23 

This  hearing  gives  the 

24 

potentially  affected  communities  an 

25 

opportunity  to  comment  on  the  analyses 
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that  have  been  presented  in  the  Draft 
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2 

Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

3 

The  formal  public  comment 

4 

period  ends  on  March  24th,  2014. 

5 

Following  this  period,  oral  and  written 

6 

comments  received  from  both  the  public 

7 

and  government  agencies  will  be  reviewed 

8 

by  the  Air  Force  and  the  National  Guard 

9 

Bureau.  We  will  continue  to  accept 

10 

comments  throughout  the  NEPA  process. 

11 

However,  it  is  more  difficult  to  give 

12 

your  comments  the  consideration  they 

13 

deserve  as  the  process  winds  down  closer 

14 

to  the  release  of  the  Final  Environmental 

15 

Impact  Statement,  or  Final  EIS. 

16 

After  all  comments  on  the 

17 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  have 

18 

been  addressed,  substantive  comments  will 

19 

be  reviewed  and  responded  to  in  the  final 

20 

EIS.  The  Final  Environmental  Impact 

21 

Statement  will  be  released  to  the  public 

22 

for  a  30-day  period  before  a  record  of 

23 

decision  is  signed  by  the  Secretary  of 

24 

the  Air  Force  or  their  designee.  The 

25 

Record  Of  Decision  is  scheduled  to  be 
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signed  in  June  2014. 
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2 

This  concludes  the  explanation 

3 

of  both  the  KC-46A  beddown  proposal,  as 

4 

well  as  the  NEPA  process. 

5 

I  now  return  the  program  back 

6 

to  our  hearing  officer.  Thank  you. 

7 

•k  -k  -k 

8 

COLONEL  WILLIAM  MULDOON: 

9 

Thank  you,  Ms.  Rowe. 

10 

My  records  show  we  don't  have 

11 

any  written  questions  from  anyone 

12 

attending . 

13 

Did  anyone  attending  have  any 

14 

questions  for  the  panel  to  clarify 

15 

anything  before  we  proceeded?  And  I  am 

16 

not  seeing  any. 

17 

Also,  I  would  don't  have  any 

18 

note  of  anyone  wanting  to  make  a  public 

19 

comment . 

20 

At  this  point  I  will  offer  an 

21 

opportunity  if  anyone  wanted  to  make  a 

22 

comment . 

23 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  Can  I  ask 

24 

questions  about  the  table? 

25 

COLONEL  WILLIAM  MULDOON: 
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Certainly,  yes  you  may. 
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2 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  So  I 

3 

understand,  there  are  eight  KC-135s  at 

4 

McGuire,  at  McGuire-Dix-Lakehust ,  and 

5 

there  is  eight  up  at  Pease? 

6 

COLONEL:  I  believe  Pease  has 

7 

12  currently. 

8 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  So,  they're 

9 

going  to  keep  four  of  them? 

10 

COLONEL:  I  believe  they 

11 

relinquished  their  entire  KC-135  fleet 

12 

and  that  will  be  replaced  with  KC-46A. 

13 

MS.  ROWE:  It  will  be  replaced 

14 

with  12  --  it  would  lose  all  their 

15 

KC-135s  and  be  replaced  with  12  KC-46s. 

16 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  Does  McGuire 

17 

--  How  many  are,  KC-135s  are  at  McGuire? 

18 

COLONEL:  We  have,  we  possess 

19 

eight . 

20 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  And  you'd 

21 

give  all  of  those  up  and  get  -- 

22 

COLONEL:  And  get  12  of  these. 

23 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  Okay.  Now, 

24 

this,  the  table  doesn't  reflect  your 

25 

KC-10  assets.  So  I  mean,  I  am  looking  at 
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2 

The  KC-lOs  add  a  lot  more 

3 

capability  to  joint  based 

4 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst . 

5 

COLONEL:  It  is  another  air 

6 

refueling  asset  that  we  have  on  the  main 

7 

installation  which  is  operated  primarily 

8 

by  the  active  component  in  conjunction 

9 

with  the  514,  which  is  the  Air  Force 

10 

Reserve . 

11 

So  I  mean  across  the  joint 

12 

installation  we  have  a  robust  air 

13 

re-fueling  fleet,  but  it  is  also  made  up 

14 

of  you  know,  us,  International  Guard 

15 

asset  as  well  as  the  514  reserve  and  305. 

16 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  Do  they  have 

17 

any  active  duty  up  at  Pease? 

18 

COLONEL:  They  have  an 

19 

associate  unit  up  there  as  well.  They 

20 

do.  They  have  what  they  refer  to  as  a 

21 

classic  association. 

22 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  And  they 

23 

have  separate  aircraft  for  that? 

24 

COLONEL:  They  share  the 

25 

airplane.  So  they  all  operate  that  same 
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2 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  I  see.  The, 

3 

as  far  as  the  modification,  it  appears  as 

4 

if  the  modifications  at  Pease  are  almost 

5 

identical  to  those  at 

6 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst . 

7 

So,  I  mean  I  don't  see  a 

8 

difference . 

9 

Is  there  a  reason  that  you 

10 

would  need  to  add  287  people  at 

11 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  versus  187  up  at 

12 

Pease? 

13 

Why  are  —  any  idea  why  there 

14 

might  --  and  I  don't  expect  the  answer  to 

15 

this  question.  Any  idea  why  you  might 

16 

have  additional  people  at  Lakehurst? 

17 

COLONEL:  Do  you  have  the 

18 

answer  to  that  one?  Do  you  want  to  take 

19 

that  one? 

20 

MS.  ROWE:  Because  Joint  based 

21 

McGuire  doesn't  have  an  active  associate 

22 

right  now  so  that  would  include  an  active 

23 

associate  at  Joint  Base  McGuire. 

24 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  I  don't  know 

25 

what  that  means.  That  means  that,  that 
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2 

would  be  supporting  an  active  duty 

3 

component,  is  that  what  that  means,  or? 

4 

MS.  ROWE;  I'm  sorry. 

5 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  I  am  not  sure 

6 

I  understand  what  an  associate  --  I  mean 

7 

I  understand  what  that  means  but  why,  why 

8 

does  that  impact  the  number  of  people? 

9 

That  is  the  bottom  — 

10 

MS.  ROWE:  Because  --  Right. 

11 

And  Pease  has  --  Pease  has,  Pease  is  the. 

12 

only  one  of  the  five  that  has  the  active 

13 

associate  right  now.  So,  they  are,  they 

14 

already  have  an  active  associate  there. 

15 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  And  to 

16 

create  one  here  requires  additional 

17 

people? 

18 

MS.  ROWE:  Yes,  sir.  Do  you 

19 

want  to  explain  what  an  active  associate 

20 

is? 

21 

COLONEL:  It  would  be  a 

22 

scenario  where  you  have  one  squadron  that 

23 

is  lead  by  the  International  Guard;  then 

24 

you  would  have  an  active  duty  squadron 

25 

that  associates  with  that  International 
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2 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  I  see. 

3 

COLONEL:  It  is  a  net  gain  of 

4 

manpower  to  operate  the  135R  models  that 

5 

we  currently  have. 

6 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  Just  so  I 

7 

understand  for  the  record  here,  let  me 

8 

say.  So,  the  fuel  supply  for 

9 

McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  comes  by  a  secure 

10 

underground  pipe? 

11 

COLONEL:  That  is  correct. 

12 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  And  the 

13 

supply  from  Pease  comes  from  a  --  it 

14 

gets,  I  guess  barged  in,  and  then  it  gets 

15 

trucked  to  the  base? 

16 

COLONEL:  I  have  to  verify  that 

17 

one.  It  may  be  best  to  add  Anne  on  this 

18 

one,  but  it  is  my  understanding  that  it 

19 

is  by  tanker  truck. 

20 

MS.  ROWE:  Sir,  I  will  just 

21 

stop  you  right  now.  I  appreciate  your 

22 

question.  We  can  clarify  your  question 

23 

after  the  formal  part. 

24 

If  you  would  like  to  get  up 

25 

and  make  a  statement  about  that  -- 
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AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  No,  you've 
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2 

answered  all  my  questions,  thank  you. 

3 

MS.  ROWE:  That  is  fine.  I 

4 

didn't  want  to  keep  going  back  and  forth. 

5 

but  certainly  we  can  clarify  any 

6 

questions  that  you  have  once  we're  done 

7 

this  portion  of  it. 

8 

But  feel  fee  to  get  up  and 

9 

speak.  And  also,  yes,  and  how,  how  they 

10 

fueled  it,  I  don't  know  how  they  fueled 

11 

it.  It  was  part  of  this  environmental 

12 

analysis.  So,  it  is  not  relevant  to  the 

13 

Environment  Impact  Statement. 

14 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  I 

15 

understand.  Thank  you. 

16 

MS.  ROWE:  Yes,  sir. 

17 

COLONEL  WILLIAM  MULDOON:  Did 

18 

anyone  else  have  any  questions  or 

19 

clarification? 

20 

What  I  will  do,  I  will  take  a 

21 

brief  ten-minute  break,  to  see,  if  based 

22 

on  that,  anyone  wanted  to  make  a  public 

23 

comment.  And  then  we  will  come  back  on 

24 

the  record  to  take  any  public  comments  if 

25 

anyone  had  to  make  them. 
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If  you  have  not  provided  a 
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2 

card  with  your  question  or  a  card  with 

3 

your  desire  to  make  a  comment  to  our 

4 

staff  yet,  now  would  be  the  time  to  do 

5 

that . 

6 

And  then  I  will  alert  everyone 

7 

when  it  is  time  to  reconvene  the  hearing. 

8 

As  I  stated  before, 

9 

refreshments  are  available  for  your 

10 

enjoyment.  And  restrooms  are  down  the 

11 

corridor  with  the  exit  sign.  And  we'll 

12 

take  a  ten-minute  break. 

13 

*  *  ★ 

14 

(Break  taken . ) 

15 

tIt  -Jr  * 

16 

COLONEL  WILLIAM  MULDOON;  This 

17 

hearing  is  reconvened. 

18 

We  still  have  not  received  any 

19 

written  questions  and  there  is  no  one 

20 

listed  on  the  sign-in  sheets  who  wanted 

21 

to  speak  and  make  a  formal  public 

22 

comment . 

23 

But  we  are  going  to  begin  the 

24 

public,  formal  public  comment  portion  of 

25 

the  hearing. 

National  Court  Reporters,  Inc  888.800.9656 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-69 


Final  -  June  2014 


1 

If  there  is  anyone  who  didn't 
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2 

sign  up  and  would  like  to  make  a  formal 

3 

public  comment,  this  would  be  the  time  to 

4 

do  that. 

5 

Not  seeing  anyone  --  I  remind 

6 

everyone  in  attendance  that  you  can  still 

7 

make  written  comments  as  described  before 

8 

and  as  in  the  handout  materials. 

9 

Equal  weight  will  be  given  to 

10 

both  oral  and  written  comments  in  this 

11 

process.  They  will  all  become  part  of 

12 

the  official  record  and  will  be  included 

13 

in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 

14 

Statement . 

15 

This  evening's  goal  was  to 

16 

provide  you  with  open  communication  and 

17 

accurate  information  to  ensure  your 

18 

informed  participation  in  the  NEPA 

19 

process . 

20 

I  hope  that  we  have  achieved 

21 

that  goal.  Please  feel  free  to  visit  the 

22 

information  booth  and  ask  any  additional 

23 

questions  that  you  may  have  regarding 

24 

this  proposed  action.  You  have  an 

25 

opportunity  during  the  formal  comment 
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2 

3  CERTIFICaTION 
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DRAFT  EIS  PUBLIC  HEARING 


In  Re:  Second  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown  of  the 
KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft 


Thursday,  March  6,  2014 

6:02  p . m. 


Portsmouth  City  Hall 
Junkins  Avenue 

Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  03801 


Court  Reporter: 

Michelle  Perrier  Cole 
Licensed  Court  Reporter 
NH  LCR  No.  78  {RSA  310-A) 
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1  JUDGE  ADVOCATE:  Colonel  William  Muldoon 

2 

PRESENTERS : 

3 

1st  Lieutenant  Aaron  McCarthy 

4  Colonel  Paul  Hutchinson 

Andy  Smith,  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing's  Environmental 

5  Manager 

Anne  Rowe,  National  Guard  Bureau 

6 

7  OFFICIAL  APPEARANCES: 

8  Mayor  Bob  Lister 

Ms,  Kerry  McHugh,  Office  of  Governor  Hassan 

9  Ms.  Sherri  Pierce,  Office  of  Senator  Shaheen 
Mr.  Bud  Fitch,  Office  of  Senator  Ayotte 

10  Mr.  Josh  Denton,  Office  of  U.S.  Representative 
Shea-Porter 

11  Mr.  Sean  Downey,  Office  of  U.S.  Representative  Kuster 
Major  General  William  Reddel,  the  Adjutant  General  for 

12  the  State  of  New  Hampshire 

Brigadier  General  Carolyn  Protzman,  Deputy  Adjutant 

13  General  and  the  Commander  of  the  Air  National  Guard  for 
the  State  of  New  Hampshire 

14  Major  General  (ret.)  Joe  Simeone 

Major  General  (ret.)  Mark  Sears 

15  Colonel  (ret.)  Dick  Martel 

16 

SPEAKERS : 

17 

Mayor  Robert  Lister,  Portsmouth 

18  State  Senator  Martha  Fuller  Clark 

Ms.  Kerry  McHugh,  Office  of  Governor  Hassan 

19  Ms.  Sherri  Pierce,  Office  of  Senator  Shaheen 
Mr.  Bud  Fitch,  Office  of  Senator  Ayotte 

20  Mr.  Josh  Denton,  Office  of  U.S.  Representative 

Shea-Porter 

21  Mr.  Sean  Downey,  Office  of  U.S.  Representative  Kuster 
Ms.  Renee  Plummer 

22  Mr.  Doug  Bates 
Mr.  Ron  Snow 

23 
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1  SPEAKERS: 

2  Ms.  Karen  Benedetti,  Office  of  Gordon  Simmons,  President 

and  CEO  of  Service  Credit  Union 

3  Mr.  Bill  Hopper 
Mr.  John  Frink 

4  Dr.  Melvin  Prostkoff 


6 

7 

8  (Letters  read  into  the  record  as  part  of  this 
transcript  on  behalf  of  Governor  Hassan,  Senator 

9  Shaheen,  Senator  Ayotte,  U.S.  Representative 
Shea-Porter,  U.S.  Representative  Kuster,  and  Gordon 

10  Simmons  were  not  read  verbatim,  therefore,  no  quotes 
are  used. ) 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
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1  LIEUTENANT  MCCARTHY:  Good  evening,  ladies  and 

2  gentlemen.  Welcome  to  the  public  hearing  of  the  Draft 

3  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  second  main 

4  operating  base  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft. 

5  I  am  First  Lieutenant  Aaron  McCarthy  with  the  157th 

6  Air  Refueling  Wing's  Public  Affairs  Office  located  in 

7  Portsmouth/Newington,  Nev?  Hampshire. 

8  We'd  like  to  remind  you  to  please  en]oy  the 

9  refreshments  provided  out  in  the  lobby.  The  restrooms 

10  are  outside  in  the  lobby  down  to  the  right,  and 

11  smoking  in  this  facility  is  prohibited. 

12  Before  starting  the  formal  portion  of  tonight's 

13  hearing,  I  ask  that  cell  phones  be  turned  off  or 

14  placed  in  silent  mode.  During  the  proceedings,  please 

15  do  not  interrupt  the  speakers  and  please  be  respectful 

16  of  those  providing  oral  comments.  We  v;ill  do  our  best 

17  to  give  everyone  an  opportunity  to  speak  in  the  time 

18  we  have.  Thank  you. 

19  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate):  Good  evening. 

20  My  name  is  Colonel  Bill  Muldoon .  I  am  a  military 

21  judge.  I'm  the  Chief  Regional  Military  Judge  for  the 

22  Western  region  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  from 

23  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada.  Before  we  begin,  I'd 
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1  like  to  make  clear  from  the  outset  that  I  am  here  in 

2  my  capacity  as  a  federal  judge  solely  to  act  as 

3  moderator  in  this  hearing.  The  United  States  Trial 

4  Judiciary  is  an  independent  organization.  I  do  not 

5  work  for  or  with  anyone  in  this  room.  I  am  not  a 

6  member  of  this  command  or  assigned  to  this 

7  installation.  I  report  directly  to  the  Chief  Trial 

8  Judge  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  and  to  the  Judge 

9  Advocate  General  of  the  United  States  Air  Force.  I 

10  have  had  no  involvement  with  the  preparation  of  this 

11  proposed  action  or  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

12  I  have  not  rendered  legal  advice  or  assistance  with 

13  respect  to  this  action.  I  am  here  tonight  to  serve  as 

14  an  independent  public  hearing  officer  regarding  the 

15  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I  am 

16  responsible  for  providing  everyone  an  opportunity  to 

17  comment  tonight  on  the  proposed  action,  alternatives, 

18  and  associated  environmental  analysis.  This  public 

19  hearing  provides  you  with  the  formal  opportunity  for 

20  comment.  I  do  not  make  any  recommendation  or  decision 

21  on  whether  the  proposed  project  should  be  continued, 

22  modified,  or  abandoned  or  how  the  Environmental  Impact 

23  Statement  should  be  prepared.  Therefore,  during  the 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Final  -  June  2014 


1  public  comment  portion  of  this  hearing,  I  urge  you  to 

2  direct  your  comments  to  the  individuals  on  our  panel. 

3  The  purpose  of  this  public  hearing  is  to  provide 

4  you  with  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  findings  of 

5  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  More 

6  importantly,  this  hearing  is  a  formal  opportunity  for 

7  you  to  get  involved  in  the  NEPA  process.  This  hearing 

8  is  scheduled  to  conclude  at  8  p.m.,  but  if  necessary, 

9  V7ill  continue  until  all  comments  have  been  received. 

10  This  formal  session  may  end  before  8  p.m.  if  there  are 

11  no  more  comments.  However,  the  overall  hearing, 

12  including  materials  to  be  viewed  and  discussion  with 

13  team  members  individually,  will  continue  until  8  p.m. 

14  unless  all  interested  parties  have  left  the  meeting. 

15  If,  following  the  presentation,  any  members  of 

16  the  audience  have  questions  regarding  clarification  of 

17  any  points  you  may  not  have  understood,  you  may  fill 

18  out  a  question  card,  which  can  be  found  at  the 

19  registration  desk  or  on  several  tables  scattered 

20  throughout  the  room  or  you  may  raise  your  hand  novj  and 

21  someone  will  bring  a  card  to  you.  Once  you  have 

22  filled  out  your  question  on  the  card,  please  raise 

23  your  hand  again  and  one  of  our  staff  will  collect  it 
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1  from  you.  Only  questions  regarding  clarification  of 

2  the  topics  presented  will  be  entertained.  General 

3  comments  on  the  action  will  not  be,  but  you  may 

4  present  your  comment  orally  later  in  this  hearing  or 

5  submit  it  on  one  of  the  comment  cards  found  throughout 

6  the  room. 

7  If  there  are  questions,  we  will  take  a  10-minute 

8  break  to  allow  Colonel  Hutchinson,  the  157th  Air 

9  Refueling  Wing  staff,  National  Guard  Bureau  staff,  and 

10  the  environmental  consultants  to  review  any  questions 

11  submitted  and  identify  the  best  person  to  answer  each. 

12  After  we  break,  we  v/ill  ansv;er  any  questions  we 

13  have  received  on  the  question  cards  from  the  audience. 

14  Once  questions  have  been  answered,  members  of  the 

15  audience  v;ho  checked  the  box  on  the  registration  cards 

16  indicating  their  desire  to  provide  oral  comments  will 

17  be  asked  to  come  forward. 

18  Registration  cards  were  available  at  the 

19  registration  table  as  you  came  in.  If  you  have  not 

20  filled  out  a  card  or  indicated  your  desire  to  speak 

21  and  wish  to  do  so,  please  raise  your  hand  and  a  card 

22  will  be  provided  to  you  now. 

23  In  addition,  there  are  materials  at  the  door 
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1  describing  the  official  Air  National  Guard  proposal, 

2  the  description  of  the  proposed  action  and 

3  alternatives,  and  information  on  locations  where  you 

4  can  review  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

5  after  tonight,  if  you  have  not  already  done  so. 

6  To  ensure  that  all  interested  citizens  have  an 

7  opportunity  to  speak,  I  will  limit  the  comments  to 

8  five  minutes  per  person.  If  time  allows  after 

9  everyone  has  had  an  opportunity  to  provide  their 

10  comments,  you  may  have  more  time.  You  will  only  be 

11  allowed  to  comment  when  your  name  is  called.  Elected 

12  officials  and  individuals  representing  organizations 

13  will  be  called  upon  first. 

14  A  court  reporter  is  recording  this  proceeding 

15  for  the  record.  We  will  take  a  10-minute  break  every 

16  hour  to  allow  the  court  reporter  to  take  a  break. 

17  At  this  time,  1  would  like  to  introduce  and 

18  recognize  public  officials  that  are  present  at  the 

19  hearing.  Mayor  Bob  Lister;  from  the  Office  of 

20  Governor  Hassan,  Ms.  Kerry  McHugh;  from  the  Office  of 

21  Senator  Shaheen,  Ms.  Sherri  Pierce;  from  the  Office  of 

22  Senator  Ayotte,  Mr.  Bud  Fitch;  from  the  Office  of  U.S. 

23  Representative  Shea-Porter,  Mr.  Josh  Denton;  from  the 
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1  Office  of  U.S.  Representative  Ann  Kuster,  Mr.  Sean 

2  Downey;  Major  General  William  Reddel,  the  Adjutant 

3  General  for  the  State  of  New  Hampshire;  Brigadier 

4  General  Carolyn  Protzman,  Deputy  Adjutant  General  and 

5  the  Commander  of  the  Air  National  Guard  for  the  State 

6  of  New  Hampshire;  Major  General  (ret.)  Joe  Simeone; 

7  Major  General  (ret.)  Mark  Sears;  and  Colonel  (ret.) 

8  Dick  Martel . 

9  As  mentioned  earlier,  restrooms  are  located  in 

10  the  lobby  to  the  right  and  refreshments  can  be  found 

11  near  the  check-in  desk. 

12  Throughout  this  hearing,  I  ask  you  to  keep  in 

13  mind  that  this  public  hearing  is  not  a  debate  or  any 

14  type  of  vote  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

15  Statement.  Nor  is  it  primarily  designed  as  a  question 

16  and  answer  session,  although  legitimate  clarifying 

17  questions  may  be  asked  as  I  discussed  earlier.  At  the 

18  conclusion  of  this  hearing,  you  may  discuss  the 

19  findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

20  in  greater  detail  with  the  staff  members  of  the  157th 

21  Air  Refueling  Wing,  National  Guard  Bureau,  and  the 

22  consultant's  technical  representatives. 

23  If  you  do  not  wish  to  provide  oral  comments. 
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1  written  comments  will  be  accepted  and  will  be  given 

2  equal  consideration.  Even  if  you  do  make  an  oral 

3  statement,  you  are  welcome  to  provide  a  written 

4  statement  to  reaffirm  the  comments  you  made  and  any 

5  additional  comments  you  would  like  to  make.  Written 

6  comments  should  be  sent  to  the  National  Guard  Bureau 

7  at  the  address  printed  on  the  comment  form  that  you 

8  filled  out  or  on  the  website.  The  address  is  also 

9  provided  on  the  comment  sheets.  All  relevant  and 

10  substantive  comments  v;ill  be  included  in  the 

11  administrative  record  and  will  be  addressed  in  the 

12  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  formal 

13  comment  period  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

14  Statement  ends  on  March  24,  2014.  It  is  very 

15  important  for  you  to  realize  that  the  New  Hampshire 

16  Air  National  Guard  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau  will 

17  be  open  and  responsive  to  your  comments  and  concerns 

18  throughout  the  NEPA  process. 

19  It  is  a  requirement  to  inform  you  that  under  the 

20  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  your  name,  address,  and  comments, 

21  if  provided  during  of  the  NEPA  process,  will  be  used 

22  to  compile  mailing  lists  for  sending  project  reports, 

23  brochures,  and  other  information  concerning  the 
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1  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  those  individuals 

2  and  groups  who  might  be  interested;  forwarded  to 

3  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  elected 

4  officials;  the  addresses  of  private  individuals 

5  submitting  comments  will  not,  and  I  repeat,  will  not 

6  be  published  in  documents  released  to  the  public. 

7  Failing  to  provide  the  information  requested 

8  would  prevent  delivery  of  documents  and  notification 

9  of  further  developments.  However,  documents  are 

10  available  on  the  project  website  and  in  select 

11  libraries  with  locations  public  —  excuse  me  —  with 

12  locations  published  in  local  newspapers. 

13  Nov;,  before  we  proceed  with  the  presentation,  if 

14  you  have  not  reviewed  a  copy  of  the  Draft 

15  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  copies  are  able  for 

16  you  to  review  while  in  attendance  at  this  hearing  at 

17  each  of  the  information  booths.  Further,  you  may  pick 

18  up  a  CD  with  the  document  on  it  at  the  check-in  desk. 

19  There's  also  a  list  of  locations  where  the 

20  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  provided  for  public 

21  review  after  this  meeting  in  the  informational 

22  handouts.  If  you  did  not  receive  other  informational 

23  materials  that  were  available  at  the  entrance,  please 
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1  raise  your  hand  and  someone  will  provide  them  to  you. 

2  At  this  point,  I  will  turn  this  over  to  Colonel 

3  Hutchinson,  the  Commander  of  the  157th  Air  Refueling 

4  Wing. 

5  COLONEL  HUTCHINSON:  Thank  you.  Your  Honor. 

6  Good  evening.  My  name  is  Colonel  Paul  Hutchinson,  and 

7  I  am  the  Wing  Commander  for  the  New  Hampshire  Air 

8  National  Guard's  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  at  the 

9  Portsmouth  International  Airport.  On  behalf  of  the 

10  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard,  I  want  to  welcome 

11  you  all  to  this  important  public  meeting  regarding  the 

12  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed 

13  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft.  It  is  our  goal 

14  this  evening  to  provide  you  with  information  about  the 

15  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  the  National 

16  Environmental  Policy  Act,  commonly  referred  to  as 

17  NEPA,  and  to  ensure  your  maximum  participation  and 

18  understanding  of  this  process. 

19  I  would  like  to  introduce  you  to  individuals  who 

20  are  here  this  evening  to  assist  in  answering  questions 

21  about  the  aircraft  conversion  and  to  facilitate  your 

22  participation  in  commenting  on  the  findings  of  the 

23  Draft  Environmental  Statement. 
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1  You  have  already  met  Colonel  William  Muldoon, 

2  Judge  Advocate  from  Headquarters  Air  Force,  Joint  Base 

3  Andrews,  Maryland.  He  will  be  presiding  over  this 

4  evening's  hearing.  Next,  we'll  have  Mr.  Andy  Smith, 

5  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing's  environmental  manager, 

6  who  will  provide  an  overview  of  the  proposed  action 

7  and  alternates.  Anne  Rowe  from  the  National  Guard 

8  Bureau,  who  will  be  explaining  some  of  the  key 

9  considerations  regarding  the  National  Environmental 

10  Policy  Act.  We  also  have  another  —  a  group  of  other 

11  individuals  who  have  been  involved  in  the  development 

12  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  They  are  from 

13  the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard,  the  National 

14  Guard  Bureau,  and  Cardno  TEC,  our  environmental 

15  consultants.  They  will  be  available  after  the  current 

16  formal  session  to  answer  questions  and  to  help 

17  facilitate  the  process.  You  will  find  that  any  member 

18  in  uniform  or  with  an  EIS  name  tag  can  either  answer 

19  your  question  or  direct  you  to  the  right  person  to 

20  answer  your  question. 

21  The  greater  Portsmouth  and  Newington  community 

22  is  important  to  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing,  and 

23  community  input  is  valuable  to  the  environmental 
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1  analysis.  Portsmouth  International  Airport  is  the 

2  current  home  of  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing.  Many  of 

3  our  current  as  well  as  retired  members  live  in  the 

4  communities  of  Portsmouth  and  Newington,  and  we  are  — 

5  we  are  embedded  as  part  of  this  community. 

6  Many  of  you  have  consistently  been  supportive  of 

7  the  military  and  of  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing. 

8  This  community  has  helped  foster  the  development  of 

9  the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  as  well  as  the 

10  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  over  the  years.  This  support 

11  is  nov7  and  has  been  deeply  appreciated.  Like  you,  our 

12  members  live  and  work  in  the  community  and  care  deeply 

13  about  its  future.  This  is  home  to  all  of  us. 

14  The  proposed  action  is  for  the  Air  Force  to 

15  replace  a  portion  of  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 

16  fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to 

17  the  Air  Force  fleet.  As  such  the  Air  Force  plans  to 

18  identify  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal 

19  training  unit,  also  known  as  FTU,  and  the  First  Main 

20  Operating  Base,  also  knov/n  as  MOB  1,  vjhich  will  both 

21  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  This  has  been  the 

22  subject  of  a  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

23  and  is  not  part  of  the  discussion  tonight.  The  Air 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-99 


Final  -  June  2014 


15 

1  Force  will  also  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  a  Second  Main 

2  Operating  Base,  also  known  as  MOB  2,  which  will  be  led 

3  by  an  Air  National  Guard  unit.  This  hearing  is 

4  regarding  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  beddown  only, 

5  as  the  FTU  and  the  MOB  1  beddown  are  the  subject  of  a 

6  separate  action. 

7  The  National  Guard  Bureau  has  prepared  this 

8  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  analyze  the 

9  potential  impacts  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown.  The 

10  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  analyzes 

11  potential  environmental  consequences  that  could  result 

12  from  the  proposed  beddown  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any 

13  of  the  five  alternate  Air  National  Guard 

14  installations,  including  Forbes  Air  National  Guard 

15  Station,  Kansas;  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst,  New 

16  Jersey;  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station,  New 

17  Hampshire;  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station  in 

18  Pennsylvania;  and  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 

19  Station,  Ohio. 

20  The  no-action  alternative  is  required  by  the 

21  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  was  evaluated 

22  also  to  provide  a  baseline  to  decision  makers.  The 

23  no-action  alternative  evaluates  the  environmental 
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1  consequences  of  not  basing  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any 

2  installation.  Under  the  no-action  alternative,  no 

3  installation  would  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A  for 

4  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base. 

5  In  2013,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

6  announced  Pease  Air  National  Guard  station  as  the 

7  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  Second  Main 

8  Operating  Base.  The  United  States  Air  Force  selected 

9  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  on  an  operational 

10  analysis,  results  of  site  surveys,  and  military 

11  judgment  factors.  We  would  like  to  emphasize  that 

12  although  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  beddown  has 

13  been  announced,  no  final  decision  has  been  made  on  the 

14  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  currently  under  the 

15  analysis  of  this  Draft  EIS.  Until  a  final  decision  is 

16  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  all 

17  alternatives  are  still  under  consideration  and  are 

18  treated  equally, 

19  As  shown  on  the  poster  boards,  as  a  result  of 

20  the  proposed  action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the 

21  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected  location;  a 

22  change  in  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated 

23  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and  manpower  at  the 
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1  selected  locations;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield 

2  operations;  as  well  as  minor  required  construction, 

3  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There 

4  V70uld  be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to 

5  support  this  action.  The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  is 

6  estimated  to  begin  in  late  2017  or  2018  for  the 

7  National  Guard  Bureau. 

8  If  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  is  selected 

9  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  8  KC-135  aircraft  would 

10  be  replaced  by  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  personnel  would 

11  increase  by  approximately  171  individuals,  total 

12  airfield  operations  would  increase  by  7  percent,  and 

13  the  acreage  off  airport-controlled  property  within  the 

14  65  decibel  day/night  average  sound  level  noise  contour 

15  would  increase  by  4  acres. 

16  If  Pease  is  not  chosen  for  the  beddown  of  the 

17  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft,  the  KC-135  will  remain  at  the 

18  base  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

19  Again,  I'd  like  to  thank  you  for  your  attendance 

20  and  your  interest  this  evening.  Piease  iet  me  know  if 

21  I  can  be  of  any  further  assistance  either  during  or 

22  after  tonight's  formal  proceedings  conclude.  With 

23  that,  I  will  turn  the  hearing  over  to  Mr.  Andy  Smith, 
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1  the  environmental  manager  for  the  157th  Air  Refueling 

2  Wing. 

3  MR.  SMITH:  Thank  you,  Colonel  Hutchinson.  Good 

4  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  Welcome  to  the  public 

5  hearing  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

6  As  the  Commander  indicated,  I  am  Mr.  Andy  Smith,  and  I 

7  serve  as  the  environmental  manager  for  the  157th  Air 

8  Refueling  Wing.  As  a  member  of  the  Air  Refueling  Wing 

9  and  of  the  local  community,  I  am  very  interested  in 

10  what  happens  here  as  v;ell.  This  is  an  important 

11  occasion  in  which  to  discuss  this  topic,  and  I 

12  appreciate  your  interest,  your  participation,  and  your 

13  comments. 

14  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

15  evaluates  impacts  to  11  resources  by  the  proposed 

16  action  to  include  noise,  air  quality,  safety, 

17  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources.  Other 

18  resources  evaluated  can  be  reviewed  in  the  Draft 

19  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As  a  result  of  the 

20  draft  environmental  analysis,  we  do  not  expect  the 

21  proposed  action  to  have  any  significant  impacts  to  any 

22  resources. 

23  I  will  speak  briefly  to  most  of  the  resources  I 
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1  must  mentioned,  however,  more  in-depth  information  is 

2  provided  in  the  Draft  EIS  document  for  all  11 

3  resources. 

4  The  noise  poster  board  shows  baseline  noise 

5  contours  from  existing  KC-135  aircraft  operations  and 

6  proposed  noise  contours  from  KC-46A  aircraft 

7  operations  at  Pease.  The  analysis  was  based  on  8,040 

8  allocated  flying  hours  for  each  unit,  which  is  a 

9  conservative  estimate,  meaning  that  flying  hours  would 

10  most  certainly  be  below  that  number  for  each 

11  alternative. 

12  As  you  can  see,  the  noise  contours  would 

13  increase  slightly  with  an  addition  of  4  acres  of 

14  uninhabited  land  being  affected  off  the  installation. 

15  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  is  located  in  a 

16  maintenance  area  for  ozone,  which  is  a  criteria 

17  pollutant  as  designated  by  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

18  Projected  emissions  from  the  proposed  action  would  not 

19  be  expected  to  exceed  established  air  quality 

20  standards.  Any  increase  in  air  emissions  would  be 

21  below  the  established  thresholds  for  our  area  and 

22  would  not  be  significant. 

23  Under  this  alternative,  minor  construction  and 
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1  renovation  of  facilities  would  be  required,  resulting 

2  in  approximately  3  acres  of  temporary  soil  disturbance 

3  and  0.5  acre  of  new  impervious  surface.  There  would 

4  be  no  impacts  to  wetlands,  floodplains,  federally 

5  listed  species,  or  cultural  resources.  In  addition, 

6  the  Air  National  Guard  has  initiated 

7  government-to-government  coordination  with  all 

8  federally  recognized  tribes  affiliated  with  the  area. 

9  To  date,  from  the  responses  we  have  received,  no  tribe 

10  has  indicated  that  any  traditional  resources  occur  in 

11  the  project  area. 

12  We  look  forward  to  your  input  provided  from  the 

13  public  and  affected  communities  as  we  proceed  through 

14  the  NEPA  process.  Once  the  requirements  of  NEPA  are 

15  complete,  the  Air  Force  will  make  its  final  basing 

16  decision. 

17  Thank  you  for  your  attention,  and  I  will  now 

18  turn  the  presentation  over  to  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  the 

19  National  Guard  Bureau  project  manager  for  the 

20  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  to  discuss  the  NEPA 

21  process. 

22  MS.  ROWE:  I  will  briefly  summarize  the  NEPA 

23  process.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
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1  commonly  referred  to  as  NEPA,  aids  federal  agency 

2  decision  makers  in  determining  the  future  course  of 

3  federal  actions.  It's  the  objective  of  NEPA  to  ensure 

4  that  the  decision  makers  have  the  environmental 

5  information  and  public  input  to  facilitate  informed 

6  decisions. 

7  The  goal  of  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact 

8  Statement  is  to  support  sound  decisions  throughout  the 

9  assessment  of  potential  environmental  impacts,  as  well 

10  as  involving  the  public  in  the  process.  The  results 

11  of  this  analysis  and  other  relevant  factors  will  be 

12  considered  before  a  decision  is  made  by  the  Air  Force 

13  on  this  proposal. 

14  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  or 

15  Draft  EIS,  which  was  made  available  for  your  viewing 

16  at  a  number  of  public  locations  beginning  on  February 

17  7,  2014,  presents  the  findings  and  analysis  of  the 

18  proposed  action  and  alternatives  on  the  environmental 

19  criteria  set  forth  by  NEPA.  Tonight's  public  hearing 

20  is  the  second  of  two  public  comment  forums  that 

21  provide  the  public  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 

22  scope  and  content  of  the  Environmental  Impact 

23  Statement.  The  first  forum,  called  a  scoping  meeting. 
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1  was  held  at  the  Portsmouth  Public  Library  and  at  other 

2  alternative  locations  in  June  of  2013. 

3  Comments  have  also  been  solicited  from  local, 

4  state,  and  federal  agencies  that  have  jurisdiction 

5  over  particular  resources,  such  as  air  and  water 

6  quality.  That  process  began  with  the  release  of  the 

7  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 

8  Statement  on  May  17,  2013,  and  continues  today  with 

9  public  and  agency  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental 

10  Impact  Statement. 

11  This  hearing  gives  the  potentially  affected 

12  communities  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  analysis 

13  that  has  been  presented  in  the  Draft  Environmental 

14  Impact  Statement. 

15  The  formal  comment  public  —  the  formal  public 

16  comment  period  ends  on  March  24,  2014.  Following  this 

17  period,  oral  and  written  comments  received  from  both 

18  the  public  and  government  agencies  will  still  be 

19  reviewed  by  the  Air  Force  and  National  Guard  Bureau. 

20  We  will  continue  to  accept  comments  throughout  the 

21  NEPA  process.  However,  it  is  more  difficult  to  give 

22  your  comments  the  consideration  they  deserve  as  the 

23  process  winds  down  closer  to  the  release  of  the  Final 
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1  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  or  Final  EIS. 

2  After  all  the  comments  on  the  Draft 

3  Environmental  Impact  Statement  have  been  addressed, 

4  substantive  comments  will  be  reviewed  and  responded  to 

5  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  Final  Environmental  Impact 

6  Statement  will  be  released  to  the  public  for  a  30-day 

7  public  --  for  a  30-day  period  before  a  Record  of 

8  Decision  is  signed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

9  or  their  designee.  The  Record  of  Decision  is 

10  scheduled  to  be  signed  in  June  2014 . 

11  This  concludes  the  explanation  of  both  the 

12  KC-46A  beddown  proposal  as  well  as  the  NEPA  process. 

13  I  now  return  the  program  back  to  our  hearing  officer. 

14  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  When  the 

15  hearing  began,  we  did  not  have  any  questions  asking 

16  for  clarifications  about  the  Draft  EIS.  If  anyone  has 

17  a  question,  I'd  ask  that  they  raise  their  hand  at  this 

18  point  in  time  so  a  staff  member  can  get  you  a  question 

19  card  to  fill  out. 

20  And  seeing  that  there  are  no  hands  raised,  I 

21  would  like  to  begin  the  formal  comment  portion  of  the 

22  hearing.  I  will  call  the  speakers  in  the  order  in 

23  which  they  signed  up,  with  any  elected  officials 
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1  having  the  opportunity  to  speak  first. 

2  So  the  court  reporter  can  accurately  capture 

3  your  comments,  please  clearly  state  your  full  name  and 

4  the  full  name  of  your  organization  you  represent,  if 

5  any.  Do  not  provide  any  other  personal  information 

6  such  as  your  home  address  or  phone  number.  Your  oral 

7  comments  will  be  used  to  develop  a  transcript  and 

8  permanent  record  of  this  meeting.  Again,  as  a 

9  courtesy  to  those  others  who  have  registered  to  speak, 

10  please  limit  your  comments  to  five  minutes.  This 

11  applies  to  all  of  our  speakers.  Keep  in  mind,  you  are 

12  welcome  to  submit  written  comments  and  there  are  no 

13  page  limits.  The  Air  Force  will  give  equal  weight  to 

14  all  comments  whether  they're  oral,  written,  or  both. 

15  You  do  not  have  to  speak  for  the  full  five 

16  minutes;  however,  if  you  choose  to  speak  for  the  full 

17  five  minutes,  I  will  advise  you  when  your  five  minutes 

18  are  almost  up.  Following  your  comments,  I  will  ask 

19  that  you  sit  down  so  I  may  call  on  the  next  speaker. 

20  If  you  think  you'll  have  more  comments  than  you  can 

21  present  in  the  time  allotted,  make  the  most  important 

22  comments  first,  and  follow  up  by  submitting  the 

23  remainder  of  your  comments  in  writing,  if  you  wish. 
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1  Again,  please  understand  there's  no  page  limit 

2  to  written  comments.  Equal  weight  will  be  given  to 

3  both  oral  and  written  comments.  They  v/ill  all  become 

4  part  of  the  official  record  and  will  be  included  in 

5  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

6  I  would  novj  like  to  begin.  The  first  speaker  is 

7  Mayor  Bob  Lister. 

8  MAYOR  LISTER:  Thank  you,  sir.  Welcome  everyone 

9  to  the  City  of  Portsmouth  and  Crty  Hall.  My  remarks 

10  will  be  brief,  but  I  could  not  let  this  opportunity 

11  pass  v;ithout  again  congratulating  the  New  Hampshire 

12  Air  National  Guard,  the  staff,  and  the  officers  who 

13  are  involved  in  the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard. 

14  So  we  welcome  you  all  to  the  City  of  Portsmouth  and 

15  congratulate  you  again.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 

16  to  --  provided  for  this  public  hearing.  It's  very 

17  important  that  our  citizens  hear  about  what's 

18  happening  with  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and 

19  we  certainly  appreciate  the  audience  and  people  who 

20  v;ill  v;atch  this  at  another  time. 

21  I'd  also  like  to  just  be  able  to  mention  that 

22  not  only  is  this  public  hearing  important,  but  because 

23  Portsmouth  and  the  surrounding  area  has  had  a  long 
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1  history  of  military  presence,  we're  very  proud  to  have 

2  this  hearing  tonight  and  very  proud  that  there  may  be 

3  an  opportunity  for  the  KC-46A  to  be  in  the  Portsmouth 

4  area,  and  certainly,  because  of  the  public  hearing, 

5  taking  into  consideration  the  environmental  impact  on 

6  the  City  of  Portsmouth  and  the  surrounding  area. 

7  I  urge  all  citizens  to  support  this  proposal,  to 

8  support  the  New  Hampshire  National  Guard  as  they  have. 

9  We  appreciate  all  that  you're  doing  in  our  community. 

10  You  are  definitely  part  of  our  community.  This  is 

11  definitely  a  team  effort,  and  we  appreciate  your 

12  presence.  And  we  look  forv/ard  to  supporting  you  in 

13  your  future  endeavors,  working  with  you,  and  being 

14  part  of  this  new  program.  So  thank  you  very  much. 

15  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

16  Mayor. 

17  State  Senator  Martha  Fuller  Clark. 

18  SENATOR  CLARK:  Thank  you  very  much  for  the 

19  opportunity  to  speak,  and  thank  you  all  for  being  here 

20  this  evening.  I  have  a  letter  that  I  would  like  to 

21  read  into  the  record. 

22  Dear  Members  of  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  I  am 

23  v/riting  in  support  of  bringing  the  Air  Force's  new 
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1  tankers,  the  KC-46,  to  the  Pease  Air  National  Guard 

2  base  at  the  Pease  Tradeport  Center,  Portsmouth,  New 

3  Hampshire.  I  believe  that  the  157th  Air  Refueling 

4  Wing  is  ideally  suited  to  be  the  first  national  guard 

5  unit  in  the  country  to  field  the  KC-46.  The  157th  has 

6  established  a  track  record  of  unparalleled  excellence, 

7  winning  the  Air  Force's  Outstanding  Unit  Award  11 

8  times.  And  to  those  of  you  who  are  here  from  the 

9  unit,  my  congratulations  and  my  awe. 

10  In  just  the  last  two  years,  the  Pease  Air 

11  National  Guard  Base  has  reduced  energy  consumption  by 

12  approximately  35  percent  through  facility  modification 

13  and  new  construction  projects.  The  KC-46,  with  its 

14  new  technologically  improved  design  based  on  the  more 

15  fuel-efficient  Boeing  767  airliner,  will  give  Pease 

16  the  opportunity  to  continue  this  trend  and  conserve 

17  our  valuable  natural  resources . 

18  The  new  tanker  also  adds  increased  cargo  and 

19  aeromedical  evacuation  capabilities,  which  can  provide 

20  potentially  life-saving  capabilities  in  national 

21  disasters  and  for  overseas  missions.  Pease  is  the 

22  ideal  location  to  provide  such  support  to  our  nation, 

23  close  to  strategic  refueling  tracks  for  missions  to 
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1  the  Middle  East,  Europe,  and  Africa.  Its  exceptional 

2  location  allows  for  missions  to  be  shorter,  saving 

3  millions  in  fuel  costs,  thereby  providing  an 

4  outstanding  value  for  our  country. 

5  The  157th  Wing  is  a  vital  aspect  of  the  seacoast 

6  economy,  generating  revenue  for  small  businesses  and 

7  services.  It  is  also  popular  with  thousands  who  vjork 

8  at  or  around  Pease.  Currently,  the  Pease  ANGB 

9  provides  approximately  $135  million  to  the  local 

10  economy.  Bringing  the  KC-46  to  Pease  will  add  over 

11  100  new  jobs  and  provide  an  additional  7  million  in 

12  annual  payroll  to  the  region.  It  vjill  also  add  45 

13  million  in  military  construction  to  the  local  economy. 

14  Clearly,  having  the  Air  Force's  number  one 

15  acquisition,  the  KC-46,  based  here  in  New  Hampshire 

16  will  also  help  to  ensure  the  continued  vitality  of 

17  Pease  and  the  local  seacoast  communities  for  many 

18  years  to  come.  I  highly  recommend  to  the  committee 

19  the  selection  of  Pease  and  the  157th  Air  Refueling 

20  Wing  as  an  outstanding  site  for  the  bedding  of  the  nev; 

21  KC-46  tankers. 

22  Most  sincerely,  Martha  Fuller  Clark,  State 

23  Senator,  District  21. 
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1  Thank  you. 

2  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

3  Senator. 

4  SENATOR  CLARK:  You're  welcome. 

5  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  From  the 

6  governor's  office,  Ms.  Kerry  McHugh. 

7  MS.  MCHUGH:  My  name  is  Kerry  McHugh.  I  am  here 

8  on  behalf  of  Governor  Hassan.  I'm  here  to  read  a 

9  letter  from  the  governor. 

10  Dear  Friends,  I  regret  that  I  am  not  able  to  be 

11  with  you  in  person  for  today's  public  hearing,  but  on 

12  behalf  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  I  write  to 

13  express  my  strong  support  for  the  beddown  of  the  new 

14  KC-46A  Aircraft  at  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  in 

15  Newington,  New  Hampshire. 

16  The  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  the  best 

17  location  for  the  KC-46A  Air  Refueling  Tankers.  The 

18  base  is  strategically  located  on  the  East  Coast  of  the 

19  United  States,  translating  to  considerable  time  and 

20  cost  savings  for  all  eastbound  support  operations.  In 

21  addition,  much  of  the  infrastructure  needed  to 

22  successfully  implement  the  KC-46A  is  already  in  place 

23  at  Pease.  This  infrastructure  includes  the  longest 
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1  Air  National  Guard  runway  and  parking  ramp  in  the 

2  Northeast,  air  traffic  control,  security,  and  customs 

3  and  fire  protection. 

4  The  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  the  64th  Air 

5  Refueling  Squadron  stationed  at  Pease  are  the  best 

6  options  to  support  the  operation  of  the  new  KC-46A. 

7  The  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  is  a  model  unit  made  up 

8  of  brave,  skilled  airmen  who  consistently  exceed 

9  expectations  in  the  participation  of  both  military  and 

10  homeland  defense  operations.  Since  their  assignment 

11  to  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  in  2009,  the  64th  Air 

12  Refueling  Squadron  has  fully  integrated  into  the  Wing 

13  and  their  performance  has  rated  as  outstanding. 

14  Bringing  the  KC-46A  Air  Refueling  Tankers  to 

15  Pease  will  also  benefit  our  seacoast  communities  and 

16  economy,  bringing  more  jobs  to  the  region  and  helping 

17  the  base  generate  an  even  greater  positive  economic 

18  impact. 

19  Our  state  has  a  proud  tradition  of  military 

20  service  dating  back  to  the  founding  of  the  New 

21  Hampshire  National  Guard  nearly  400  years  ago.  Today, 

22  the  men  and  women  of  our  Air  National  Guard  continue 

23  this  tradition  of  military  service.  Our  New  Hampshire 
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1  airmen  and  soldiers  are  true  heroes  who  have  proven 

2  their  dedication  and  courage  time  and  again. 

3  The  assignment  of  the  KC-46A  tankers  to  Pease 

4  will  be  good  for  the  Air  National  Guard,  the  State  of 

5  New  Hampshire,  and  our  economy.  It  is  an  honor  to  be 

6  selected  by  the  Air  Force  to  base  the  KC-46A  tankers 

7  at  Pease. 

8  With  every  good  wish,  Margaret  Wood  Hassan, 

9  Governor. 

10  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

11  Ms.  McHugh. 

12  From  the  Office  of  Senator  Shaheen,  Ms.  Sherri 

13  Pierce. 

14  MS.  PIERCE:  Thank  you,  sir.  The  senator 

15  regrets  that  she  is  unable  to  be  here  tonight,  but  she 

16  asked  me  to  share  this  letter  on  her  behalf. 

17  Dear  Friends,  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 

18  comment  on  the  basing  of  the  Air  Force's  new  KC-46A 

19  Refueling  Tanker  at  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base.  I 

20  have  been  a  strong  advocate  for  Pease's  selection  as 

21  one  of  the  first  bases  to  locate  this  new  tanker,  and 

22  I  am  pleased  to  continue  supporting  this  critical 

23  program. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-116 


Final  -  June  2014 


32 

1  Pease  and  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  have  been 

2  providing  continuous  air  refueling  coverage  to 

3  critical  combatant  commands  overseas  since  September 

4  11,  2001.  The  157th  currently  flies  eight  KC-135 

5  Stratotanker  aircraft  and  nearly  1,000  personnel 

6  support  the  mission  on  a  continuing  basis  with 

7  distinction  and  pride.  Pease's  preliminary  selection 

8  as  one  of  the  first  locations  for  the  KC-46A 

9  underscores  the  strong  record  of  success. 

10  Pease  is  the  preeminent  location  for  basing  of 

11  the  KC-46A  based  on  its  experienced  personnel,  open 

12  airspace,  close  partnership  with  an  active  associate 

13  unit,  modern  facilities,  significant  ramp  space,  long 

14  runway,  cost  effectiveness,  and  strategic  location  to 

15  support  current  and  future  requirements  for  the 

16  military.  No  other  unit  in  the  Northeast  can  provide 

17  the  level  of  aircraft  utilization  more  cost 

18  effectively  than  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing. 

19  In  selecting  Pease  as  one  of  the  first  locations 

20  for  the  new  tanker,  the  Air  Force  has  expressed  its 

21  confidence  that  the  personnel  at  Pease  will  continue  a 

22  proud  tradition  of  excellence  and  service  with  the 

23  new,  state-of-the-art  aircraft.  I  know  the  Pease 
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1  community  will  rise  to  meet  the  challenge  of  basing 

2  the  KC-46A,  and  I  stand  ready  to  work  with  the  U.S. 

3  Air  Force,  the  Air  National  Guard,  and  community 

4  leaders  to  ensure  a  smooth  transition  to  this  new 

5  generation  of  tankers. 

6  Sincerely,  Jeanne  Shaheen,  United  States 

7  Senator. 

8  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

9  Ms.  Pierce. 

10  From  Senator  Ayotte's  office,  Mr.  Bud  Fitch. 

11  MR.  FITCH:  Good  evening.  Thank  you.  I  have  a 

12  brief  statement  from  the  senator,  and  then  we  will 

13  provide  for  the  record  a  copy  of  the  joint  letter  from 

14  Senator  Shaheen  and  Senator  Ayotte  that  was  sent 

15  yesterday  to  Lieutenant  General  Stanley  Clarke,  the 

16  Director  of  the  Air  National  Guard. 

17  Senator  Ayotte  would  like  to  put  the  following 

18  statement  into  the  record:  I  want  to  thank  the 

19  Environmental  Impact  Statement  panel  for  coming  to 

20  New  Hampshire  to  learn  more  about  Pease  and  the 

21  readiness  of  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  to  host  the 

22  KC-46A.  I  also  want  to  thank  the  members  of  the 

23  general  public  for  attending  this  important  hearing. 
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1  I  will  regret  that  votes  in  Washington,  D.C., 

2  precluded  me  from  being  with  you  this  evening.  I  want 

3  to  express  my  strongest  possible  support  for  bringing 

4  the  KC-46A  to  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

5  As  Senator  Shaheen  and  I  stated  in  our  letter 

6  yesterday  to  the  Director  of  the  Air  National  Guard, 

7  Pease  boasts  an  optimal  strategic  location,  a 

8  top-performing  air  refueling  unit,  an  absence  of 

9  environmental  concerns,  and  an  incredibly  supportive 

10  coiruTiunity  and  congressional  delegation.  I  look 

11  forward  to  working  with  the  Air  National  Guard  to 

12  bring  the  KC-46A  to  Pease. 

13  And  I  will  submit  for  the  record  the  joint 

14  letter  from  the  two  senators. 

15  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you. 

16  Thank  you,  Mr.  Fitch. 

17  From  the  Office  of  United  States  Representative 

18  Shea-Porter,  Mr.  Josh  Denton. 

19  MR.  DENTON:  Thank  you.  Colonel.  The 

20  Congresswoman  couldn't  be  here  tonight  because  she's 

21  in  D.C.  today,  but  she  asked  me  to  read  this  letter  on 

22  her  behalf. 

23  Dear  Friends,  Thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  the 
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1  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

2  Statement  for  the  KC-46A  Pease  basing  proposal.  I 

3  regret  that  I  cannot  be  with  you  in  person  this 

4  evening. 

5  I  would  like  to  express  my  continued  support  for 

6  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A  Refueling  Tanker  at  Pease  Air 

7  National  Guard  Base.  I  have  been  a  strong  advocate 

8  for  Pease  because  it  is  the  ideal  candidate  for  the 

9  KC-46A  due  to  its  proximity  to  operational  and 

10  training  refueling  tracks,  its  aircraft-related 

11  infrastructure,  its  training  flight  simulator,  and  its 

12  active  duty  association.  In  addition,  the  157th  Air 

13  Refueling  Wing  at  Pease  has  received  the  prestigious 

14  Air  Force  Outstanding  Unit  Award  11  times,  most 

15  recently  last  year.  I  believe  that  having  the  KC-46A 

16  Refueling  Tanker  at  Pease  vjill  be  good  for  our  nation 

17  and  for  our  area. 

18  Thank  you  to  the  National  Guard  Bureau  for 

19  organizing,  and  City  of  Portsmouth  for  hosting,  the 

20  Environmental  Impact  Statement  public  hearing.  I 

21  V70uld  also  like  to  thank  all  of  the  members  of  the 

22  National  Guard  here  tonight  for  your  dedication  to  our 

23  nation. 
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1  Sincerely,  Carol  Shea-Porter,  Member  of 

2  Congress. 

3  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

4  Mr.  Denton. 

5  From  the  Office  of  United  States  Representative 

6  Kuster,  Mr.  Sean  Downey. 

7  MR.  DOWNEY:  Thank  you,  sir.  Congresswoman 

8  Kuster  regrets  that  she  couldn't  be  here  this  evening, 

9  but  she  asked  me  to  come  and  read  this  letter  on  her 

10  behalf. 

11  Dear  Friends,  It  is  an  honor  to  join  my 

12  colleagues  this  evening  in  endorsing  the  157th  Air 

13  Refueling  Wing  and  their  home  at  Pease  Air  National 

14  Guard  Base  as  the  ideal  location  for  the  new  KC-46A 

15  Refueling  Tanker.  In  recent  months,  I  have  repeatedly 

16  enjoyed  the  opportunity  to  share  this  record  of 

17  excellence  that  defines  these  guardsmen  and  their 

18  active  duty  component  counterparts. 

19  The  157th  has  long  been  a  point  of  pride  for  us 

20  here  in  the  Granite  state.  It  is  not  an  accident  that 

21  this  past  year  marked  the  11th  time  that  this  unit  has 

22  been  recognized  with  the  Air  Force's  Outstanding  Unit 

23  Award.  Their  record  of  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
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1  is  unparalleled  by  their  peers  in  other  states,  and 

2  their  ability  to  rise  to  the  challenge  of  these 

3  difficult  times  is  yet  another  reminder  of  their 

4  exceptional  qualifications. 

5  In  addition  to  the  exemplary  men  and  women  vjho 

6  V70uld  be  responsible  for  this  new  aircraft,  Pease 

7  itself  boasts  a  number  of  strategic  advantages.  Its 

8  proximity  to  critical  refueling  tracks  for  United 

9  States  aircraft  heading  to  the  Middle  East,  Europe, 

10  and  Africa,  and  its  massive  fuel  storage  and  aircraft 

11  parking  capabilities  would  ensure  the  Air  Force  saves 

12  time  and  money  as  we  look  towards  a  new  age  of 

13  readiness. 

14  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  New 

15  Hampshire's  guardsmen  have  created  an  ideal 

16  environment  for  the  KC-46A.  Whether  assessing  their 

17  record  of  excellence  or  the  strategic  advantages  of 

18  Pease,  I  cannot  imagine  an  outfit  more  suited  for  this 

19  important  assignment. 

20  I  want  to  commend  the  New  Hampshire  Air  National 

21  Guard  on  their  continued  service  to  their  state  and 

22  country,  and  I  want  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  knows  that 

23  V7hen  they  are  looking  for  the  best,  they  need  look  no 
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1  further  than  the  men  and  women  of  the  157th  Air 

2  Refueling  Wing. 

3  Sincerely,  Ann  McLane  Kuster,  Member  of 

4  Congress. 

5  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

6  Mr.  Downey. 

7  Ms.  Renee  Plummer. 

8  MS.  PLUMMER:  Good  evening.  I  am  Renee  Plummer, 

9  and  I  am  here.  And  I  would  have  flov/n  all  over  the 

10  world  just  to  be  here  for  you  all. 

11  When  the  former  Pease  Air  Force  Base  closed  dov/n 

12  in  the  early  '90s,  many  locals  felt  that  this  area 

13  would  turn  into  a  wasteland.  However,  we  at  2 

14  International  saw  an  opportunity  to  try  and  cultivate 

15  a  successful  business-friendly  area  which  could 

16  provide  a  boom  to  the  local  economy.  But  while  we 

17  have  achieved  our  goal  to  help  transform  Pease  Air 

18  Force  Base  into  the  thriving  Pease  International 

19  Tradeport,  we  must  acknowledge  that  157th  Air 

20  Refueling  Wing  has  been  an  integral  part  of  that 

21  success. 

22  Every  day  V7e  know  that  the  tankers  are  up  there 

23  refueling  aircraft  on  their  missions  to  keep  us 
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1  safe  --  see,  this  is  where  I  get  very  emotional  for 

2  what  you  do  —  and  we  are  happy  to  drive  to  work 

3  side-by-side  with  the  Air  National  Guard's  women  and 

4  men  here  at  Pease.  And  because  the  existing  ANG  wing 

5  is  already  here,  all  the  facilities  and 

6  infrastructures  are  in  place  to  receive  the  new  KC-46A 

7  plane.  Logistically ,  this  is  a  no-brainer,  and 

8  economically,  this  would  have  a  wonderful  impact  on 

9  the  area  by  creating  new  jobs,  and  to  me,  the  math  is 

10  pretty  simple. 

11  We  have  been  fortunate  enough  to  see  Pease 

12  Tradeport  become  a  commercial  success,  but  it  would 

13  not  be  the  same  place  without  those  Air  National  Guard 

14  planes  and  the  people  who  make  them  work  so  well.  I 

15  fully  support  the  efforts  of  the  Pease  Air  National 

16  Guard  Base  to  acquire  the  KC-46A  Pegasus  Tanker,  and  I 

17  look  forward  to  continuing  our  partnership  in  the 

18  future. 

19  Renee  Plummer.  Thank  you. 

20  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

21  Ms.  Plummer. 

22  Mr.  Doug  Bates. 

23  MR.  BATES:  My  name  is  Doug  Bates.  I'm 
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1  president  of  the  Portsmouth  Chamber  of  Commerce.  I'm 

2  here  on  behalf  of  the  Greater  Portsmouth  Chamber  of 

3  Commerce.  It  is  the  mission  of  the  Greater  Portsmouth 

4  Chamber  to  advocate  for  members  on  the  issues  of 

5  community  concerns  effecting  business.  This  is 

6  certainly  one  of  them.  We  have  many  fundamental 

7  objectives,  but  we  provide  leadership  and  economic 

8  development  in  the  Portsmouth  area  and  in  the 

9  seacoast.  And  we  try  to  effectively  influence 

10  decisions  about  legislative  regional  interests  to  our 

11  members,  some  800  members. 

12  We  have  a  long  history  as  an  advocate  for  Pease 

13  Air  National  Guard  and  believe  firmly  that  this  base 

14  is  critical  not  only  to  our  nation's  security  but  also 

15  to  our  region's  economic  well-being.  As  such,  we 

16  strongly  support  the  selection  of  Pease  in  Portsmouth, 

17  New  Hampshire,  as  the  base  for  the  Air  Force's  new 

18  KC-46A  Midair  Refueling  Tankers.  Not  only  is  Pease 

19  well-positioned  and  prepared  to  welcome  these  new 

20  aircraft,  but  the  selection  of  Pease  would  have 

21  tremendous  economic  and  other  benefits  to  the  region. 

22  First,  the  selection  of  Pease  would  bring  much 

23  needed  new  jobs  to  our  region,  including  70  full-time 
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1  and  50  part-time  jobs,  resulting  in  an  additional  $7 

2  million  to  the  local  payroll.  And  you've  heard 

3  earlier  that  they  already  contributed  quite  a  bit,  so 

4  it's  always  helpful  to  get  a  little  bit  more. 

5  In  addition,  if  Pease  is  selected,  our 

6  country's  --  our  region's  economy  and  local 

7  communities  will  benefit  from  45  million  in  military 

8  construction.  Of  course,  the  selection  of  Pease  would 

9  also  bring  a  variety  of  other  benefits  to  our  region, 

10  including  enhanced  FEMA  Region  1  response  and 

11  increased  cargo  and  aeromedical  evacuation  capacity. 

12  We  are  very  proud  as  the  Greater  Portsmouth 

13  Chamber  to  add  our  voice  to  those  of  Governor  Maggie 

14  Hassan  and  all  of  the  entire  New  Hampshire 

15  Congressional  delegation  in  supporting  the  selection 

16  of  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  as  the  new  home  of 

17  the  KC-46A.  Thank  you  very  much. 

18  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

19  Mr.  Bates. 

20  Mr.  Ron  Snow. 

21  MR.  SNOW:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Ron  Snow,  and 

22  I'm  the  director  of  marketing  at  the  Brain  Injury 

23  Association  of  New  Hampshire.  And  one  of  my  jobs 
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1  there  is  I'm  also  the  associate  director  of  the 

2  Service  Credit  Union  Boston/Portsmouth  Air  Show,  and  I 

3  just  wanted  to  speak  upon  our  very  strong  support  of 

4  Pease  getting  the  KC-46.  As  you  know,  the  air  show  is 

5  a  pretty  complicated  process,  whereas,  you  might  know, 

6  it ' s  a  very  complicated  process  to  put  it  together. 

7  Our  last  air  show,  we  had  over  60,000  people  attend 

8  and  without  the  National  Guard  support,  there  is  no 

9  way  we'd  be  able  to  ever  make  it  happen.  The  air 

10  show  —  the  proceeds  from  the  air  show  went  to  over  41 

11  local  charities  and  --  and  without  them,  there's 

12  just  --  again,  there's  no  way  we'd  be  able  to  exist. 

13  One  story  that  I'd  like  to  pass  along  about  the 

14  character  of  the  folks  at  Pease  is  on  the  Friday  of 

15  the  air  show,  we  do  a  specialty  show  for  the  Make  A 

16  Wish  kids,  and  it  gets  a  little  hectic  on  that  Friday 

17  morning,  and  we're  supposed  to  have  some  folks  come 

18  and  do  face  painting  for  some  of  the  kids.  And  I 

19  looked  over  and  I  saw  two  guardsmen  standing  by  the 

20  fence  at  the  flight  line,  and  I  went  over  to  them  and, 

21  I  go,  hey,  could  you  guys  come  do  camo  paint  for  a 

22  bunch  of  these  kids?  And  they're,  like,  absolutely. 

23  They  came  over,  they  spent  three  hours  painting  up 
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1  these  kids'  faces.  And  kind  of  the  funny  story  is, 

2  like,  have  you  guys  ever  put  camo  paint  on?  And 

3  they're,  like,  no,  we've  never  done  that.  So  okay. 

4  But  just  do  your  best.  And  when  I  saw  the  faces  of 

5  those  kids,  I  knew  that  we  were  dealing  with  some  very 

6  special  people.  And  I  certainly  want  to  --  you  know, 

7  from  the  air  show  side,  we  want  to  certainly  thank  you 

8  and  wish  you  the  continued  support.  Thank  you. 

9  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

10  Mr.  Snow. 

11  Ms.  Karen  Benedetti. 

12  MS.  BENEDETTI:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Karen 

13  Benedetti.  I'm  the  vice  president  of  marketing  at 

14  Service  Credit  Union.  Tonight,  I  am  reading  comments 

15  from  Gordon  Simmons,  president  and  CEO  of  Service 

16  Credit  Union. 

17  Good  evening,  all.  I  am  sorry  I  could  not  be 

18  present  for  this  very  important  community  forum.  I'm 

19  Gordon  Simmons,  the  president  and  CEO  of  Service 

20  Credit  Union  and  secretary/treasurer  of  the  board  of 

21  directors.  I  joined  the  Credit  Union  in  1974, 

22  managing  operations  in  Germany,  then  relocated  to 

23  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  in  1995  to  serve  as 
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1  president  and  CEO,  my  current  position. 

2  I  have  served  as  director  and  chairman  of  the 

3  Defense  Credit  Union  Council,  Chairman  of  the  Armed 

4  Forces  Financial  Network,  and  have  spent  many  years  in 

5  direct  contact  with  Air  Force  and  Army  command 

6  headquarters,  military  community  leaders  and 

7  commanders,  as  well  as  Department  of  Defense  liaisons 

8  in  Washington,  D.C. 

9  And  I  am  a  long-term  resident  of  Portsmouth,  New 

10  Hampshire.  Thus,  I  am  keenly  aware  of  the  role  of  the 

11  military  in  protecting  our  great  nation  as  well  as 

12  assimilating  into  the  community  at  large. 

13  Service  Credit  Union  opened  its  doors  on  Pease 

14  Air  Force  Base  in  1957.  Today  we  continue  to  serve 

15  Pease,  communities  across  New  Hampshire,  and  military 

16  worldwide.  I  and  my  board  of  directors  are  keenly 

17  aware  of  the  importance  of  a  robust  refueling 

18  capability  so  that  the  U.S.  forces  would  not  be 

19  limited  in  their  ability  to  provide  a  global  reach. 

20  The  new  KC-46  Tanker  would  add  increased  cargo  and 

21  aeromedical  evacuation  capacities,  providing  potential 

22  life-saving  capabilities  in  national  and  international 

23  disasters. 
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1  The  U.S.  Air  Force  has  identified  Pease  Air 

2  National  Guard  Base,  home  of  the  157th  Air  National 

3  Guard  of  the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard  —  sorry 

4  about  that  --  as  a  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46 

5  beddown  based  on  an  environmental  analysis, 

6  operational  analysis,  site  surveys,  and  military 

7  judgment  factors.  Pease  is  the  ideal  location  to 

8  provide  support  to  the  nation  given  its  proximity  to 

9  critical  refueling  tracks  for  missions  in  the  Middle 

10  East,  Europe,  and  Africa.  The  location  allows  for 

11  missions  to  be  shorter,  saving  time  and  money,  thus 

12  resulting  in  outstanding  value  for  the  country. 

13  We  under  --  we  also  understand  that  the  beddown 

14  for  the  Pegasus  needs  to  be  sound,  along  a  whole  host 

15  of  environmental  impacts.  As  such,  we  have  reviewed 

16  the  requirements  of  the  environmental  impact  analysis 

17  process  which  will  drive  the  Air  Force's  final  basing 

18  decision. 

19  After  a  review  of  the  Environmental  Impact 

20  Statement,  Service  Credit  is  pleased  to  support  the 

21  beddown  of  the  KC-46  Aircraft  to  Pease  Air  National 

22  Guard  based  on  no  measurable  negative  impact  to  the 

23  community,  including  noise,  air  quality,  safety,  soil 
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1  and  water,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources, 

2  land  use  infrastructure  and  transportation,  and 

3  hazardous  materials  and  waste.  In  fact,  any  new 

4  facilities  and  additions  associated  with  this  project 

5  will  be  implemented  with  more  energy-efficient 

6  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in 

7  place. 

8  Socioeconomically,  there  would  be  an  uptick  in 

9  economic  activity  associated  with  the  construction 

10  activities  at  the  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing 

11  installation,  which  would  provide  short-term  economic 

12  benefits  to  the  local  economy. 

13  The  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  noted  as 

14  providing  approximately  135  million  to  the  local 

15  economy.  The  Air  National  Guard  expects  the  Pegasus 

16  coming  to  Pease  will  add  an  additional  45  million  in 

17  construction  and  7  million  to  annual  payroll  to 

18  workers  within  the  region. 

19  The  KC-46  mission  would  add  an  additional  171 

20  military  positions,  a  12  percent  increase  to  existing 

21  157  personnel.  The  community  would  welcome  233  family 

22  members  and  many  purchasing  homes  in  the  surrounding 

23  communities. 
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1  The  Air  National  Guard  Base  —  the  Pease  Air 

2  National  Guard  Base  is  the  most  logical  base  for  the 

3  beddown  of  Pegasus  and  will  ensure  that  Pease  remains 

4  a  leader  in  our  nation's  defense  for  many  years  to 

5  come . 

6  Thank  you. 

7  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

8  MS.  BENEDETTI. 

9  Mr.  Bill  Hopper. 

10  MR.  HOPPER:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Bill  Hopper. 

11  I'm  the  airport  manager  with  the  Pease  Development 

12  Authority  here  in  Portsmouth  and  Newington,  and  I  just 

13  want  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  support  of  Pease 

14  Development  Authority  and  our  support  of  the  KC-46 

15  Tanker  program.  The  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard 

16  predates  the  PDA  and  has  been  a  constant  support  and 

17  an  extremely  important  presence  in  the  Tradeport  and 

18  seacoast  communities.  Many  of  the  successes  at  the 

19  Portsmouth  Air  National  Airport  at  Pease  were  largely 

20  possible  because  of  the  PDA  and  New  Hampshire  Air 

21  National  Guard  partnership. 

22  The  KC-135R  has  been  one  of  the  most  reliable 

23  assets  in  the  history  of  the  U.S.  military,  and  I  look 
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1  forward  to  the  continuation  of  the  reliability  and 

2  future  generations  with  the  KC-46A.  Pease  is  proud  to 

3  be  an  ideal  location  with  the  optimum  facilities  for 

4  the  U.S.  military's  tanker  mission,  and  we  are  proud 

5  to  own  and  operate  the  airport  that  will  host  the 

6  first  rollout  of  the  Guard's  KC-46AS.  Thank  you. 

7  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

8  Mr.  Hopper. 

9  Mr.  John  Frink. 

10  MR.  FRINK:  Yes,  I'm  John  Frink.  I  represent 

11  only  myself,  my  bees,  my  vegetable  garden,  my  animals. 

12  I  have  a  very  small  farm  that's  very  close  to  the 

13  north  end  of  the  runway,  and  I  would  like  to  comment 

14  on  the  environmental  impact  that  Newington  has  had 

15  because  of  the  installation. 

16  I  do  respect  and  admire  the  Air  National  Guard. 

17  They  are  good  neighbors,  far  better  than  what  we  had 

18  when  we  had  Pease  Air  Force  base.  You  only  have  to 

19  get  a  little  bit  close  to  the  Newington  side  of  the 

20  air  base  and  you  can  see  the  pollution  mediation 

21  measures  that  have  been  taken  and  you  see  the 

22  monitoring  wells  and  things  are  not  what  they  were. 

23  But  that  is  neither  here  nor  there. 
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1  I  would  like  to  relate  a  story  just  for  my 

2  credibility  here.  I  attended  a  town  meeting  in 

3  Newington  when  the  town  was  being  asked  to  purchase  a 

4  conservation  easement  on  property  owned  by  Ghuruda 

5  Khalsa,  which  is  adjacent  to  the  north  boundary  of 

6  Pease.  And  there  was  a  person,  a  resident  in 

7  Newington  who  was  a  former  Air  National  Guard  member 

8  and  who  spoke  up,  and  he  said,  you  know,  before  the 

9  town  really  gets  too  involved  in  purchasing  this 

10  easement,  it  would  probably  be  a  good  idea  to  have  an 

11  environmentalist  come  out  and  look  at  the  property 

12  because  when  I  was  at  the  Air  National  Guard,  we 

13  dumped  a  lot  of  fuel  on  that  property.  Now,  I  know 

14  it's  a  policy,  although  I  have  not  personally  called 

15  the  Air  National  Guard,  to  deny  jettisoning  of  fuel, 

16  however,  I  get  up  in  the  morning  and  certain 

17  atmospheric  conditions,  and  there's  a  very  strong 

18  smell  of  kerosene. 

19  Now,  I've  heard  that  this  is  because  of  the 

20  warm-up  process  and  prevailing  winds.  I've  also  heard 

21  that  it's  necessary  to  jettison  fuel  in  order  to  land 

22  or  take  off  or  something.  But  it's  distressing. 

23  It's  perhaps  better  that  I  would  ask  the 
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1  question  rather  than,  try  to  make  a  formal  statement 

2  here,  and  the  question  would  be,  with  the  new  tankers, 

3  which  I'm  sure  are  probably  environmentally  more 

4  friendly  than  the  KC-135s,  given  that  the  8  aircraft 

5  would  be  replaced  by  12,  would  there  be  more  of  this 

6  jet  fuel  in  the  air  over  my  house?  I  have  honey  bees 

7  that  aren't  doing  well.  That  probably  is  the  case 

8  almost  everywhere.  I  have  a  vegetable  garden,  which 

9  is  pretty  much  organic,  and  I  think  it's  important  to 

10  really  consider  the  environment. 

11  The  City  of  Portsmouth  and  State  of  New 

12  Hampshire  have  always  been  very  supportive  of  the 

13  military  base  there,  but  the  people  in  Newington  are 

14  the  ones  that  really  experience  the  downside.  I  have 

15  TCE  in  the  water  that  runs  through  my  property.  I 

16  don't  have  to  drink  that  water,  but  there  are 

17  environmental  impacts,  and  I  just  would  like  to  be 

18  reassured  that  the  amount  of  fuel  in  the  air  vapor  is 

19  not  going  to  increase  due  to  the  increased  aircraft. 

20  Thank  you  very  much. 

21  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

22  Mr.  Frink.  Dr.  Melvin  Prostkoff. 

23  DR.  PROSTKOFF:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Dr. 
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1  Prostkoff.  I've  been  a  physician  here  on  the  seacoast 

2  for  30  years  now.  And  when  I  first  came,  I  was  the 

3  neurosurgeon  consultant  for  the  military  hospital  at 

4  Pease,  and  also,  I  got  involved  with  the  ESGR,  the 

5  Employer  Support  Group  for  the  Guard  and  Reserve,  and 

6  I  work  with  the  members  of  the  Air  National  Guard  unit 

7  here.  I'm  very  proud  to  be  involved  with,  although 

8  I've  never  worked  for  the  National  Guard  in  New 

9  Hampshire,  and  I  strongly  believe  and  support  the 

10  KC-46A  coming  here  for  beddown  at  Pease. 

11  The  --  since  1991,  I've  been  working  on  the 

12  joint  civilian  military  mass  casualty  incident  drills, 

13  and  we  run  them  every  three  years  in  conjunction  with 

14  the  Pease  Developmental  Authority,  mandated  by  the  FAA 

15  and  their  civilian  military  involvement.  There's  been 

16  nothing  but  excellence  in  everything  that  I  see  and 

17  everything  that  I  do  with  the  Air  National  Guard. 

18  You've  heard  all  the  other  speakers  talk  about 

19  environmental  issues,  strategic  issues,  the  --  what 

20  KC-46A  will  do  to  help  with  the  economy  here,  and 

21  everything  else  that's  positive.  But  as  a  physician, 

22  I  talk  about  the  softer  side.  The  other  environmental 

23  issues.  When  I  see  a  patient,  I  don't  just  operate  on 
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1  an  X-ray.  I  ask  --  I  do  a  physical  exam,  I  ask 

2  questions,  I  get  a  social  history,  a  family  history, 

3  because  that  determines  what  you  really  are  doing,  why 

4  you're  doing  the  operation.  Similarly,  I  look  at  the 

5  whole  environment,  and  this  just  has  to  be  a  fabulous 

6  place  for  the  KC-46A  to  come  in. 

7  The  involvement  of  the  Air  National  Guard  and 

8  the  entire  New  Hampshire  National  Guard  is  integral  in 

9  the  community  of  New  Hampshire  and  has  been  for 

10  hundreds  of  years.  And  they  are  strong  leadership, 

11  and  the  leadership  has  always  been  very  forthcoming 

12  and  very,  very  forward-thinking.  We  have  simulators, 

13  we  have  room  for  the  building  for  the  simulator,  for 

14  the  bigger  simulator  that's  going  to  house  the  KC-46A 

15  simulator.  So  a  lot  of  training  will  be  taking  place 

16  in  the  simulator  and  not  in  the  air.  Plus,  the 

17  aircraft  will  not  always  be  bedded  down  here.  They 

18  will  be  overseas. 

19  Their  safety  is  fantastic.  I'm  a  pilot.  I  fly 

20  out  of  a  little  airport  called  Little  Brook  five  miles 

21  from  here.  Never  been  a  problem.  The  people  in  our 

22  control  tower  here  are  Air  National  Guard  members  and 

23  civilian  members  with  the  Department  of  Defense  with 
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1  much  more  training  for  handling  large  military 

2  aircraft  and  civilian  aircraft  together  than  you  get 

3  at  a  normal  airport  with  just  FAA  control  tower 

4  members . 

5  The  collaboration  of  civilian  and  military 

6  activities  --  we've  got  great  neighbors  here.  All  our 

7  —  everybody  who  lives  here  has  a  neighbor  who's  a 

8  member  of  the  National  Guard,  either  the  Air  Guard  or 

9  the  New  Hampshire  Guard,  and  we're  all  here  happy  on 

10  the  seacoast.  What  we  feel  is  that  it's  really, 

11  really  important,  and  as  John  Q.  Citizen,  I  urge, 

12  support,  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A. 

13  I'm  going  to  send  a  formal  letter  to  the  Joint 

14  Base  Andrews  in  support.  I  wanted  to  speak 

15  extemporaneously  today.  Thank  you. 

16  And  one  more  thing.  This  book,  "Granite  Wings: 

17  History  of  the  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard, "  came 

18  out  in  1998  for  the  first  50  years.  I  think  with 

19  everything  that's  taken  place  between  1998  and  now, 

20  when  we  end  up  getting  the  KC-46A  here,  it'll  be  time 

21  for  Volume  II.  Thank  you, 

22  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

23  Dr.  Prostkoff.  It's  been  an  hour,  so  we're  going  to 
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1  take  a  break,  lO-minute  break.  Coincidentally,  that 

2  is  all  the  speakers  who  have  signed  up.  So  if  there 

3  is  anyone  who  wanted  to  speak  and  hadn't  signed  up,  if 

4  you  could  please  check  in  at  the  registration  desk  and 

5  sign  in,  and  we'll  come  back  in  10  minutes  to  hear 

6  those  additional  speakers  or  to  wrap  up  tonight's 

7  program. 

8  (A  short  break  was  taken.) 

9  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  During  the 

10  break  —  excuse  me,  this  hearing  is  reconvened. 

11  During  the  break,  we  did  not  get  any  additional 

12  requests  to  be  heard  in  the  public  portion  of  this 

13  hearing,  so  that  concludes  all  of  our  commentators. 

14  This  evening's  goal  was  to  provide  you  with  open 

15  communication  and  accurate  information  to  ensure  your 

16  informed  participation  in  the  NEPA  process.  I  hope 

17  that  we  have  achieved  that  goal.  Please  feel  free  to 

18  visit  the  information  booth  and  ask  any  additional 

19  questions  that  you  may  have  regarding  this  proposed 

20  action.  You  have  an  opportunity,  during  the  formal 

21  comment  period,  ending  March  24,  2014,  to  provide 

22  written  comments.  Please  stop  by  the  registration 

23  booth  to  get  any  additional  materials  you  may  need. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-139 


Final  -  June  2014 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 


Thank  you,  and  have  a 
(Hearing  concluded  at 


good  evening. 
7:16  p .m. ) 


55 


9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-140 


Final  -  June  2014 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 


CERTIFICATE. 


56 


I,  Michelle  Perrier  Cole,  do  hereby  certify  that  the 
foregoing  transcript  is  a  true  and  accurate 
transcription  of  the  within  proceeding,  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge,  skill,  ability,  and  belief. 

THE  FOREGOING  CERTIFICATION  OF  THIS  TRANSCRIPT  DOES 
NOT  APPLY  TO  ANY  REPRODUCTION  OF  THE  SAME  BY  ANY  MEANS 
UNLESS  UNDER  THE  DIRECT  CONTROL  AND/OR  DIRECTION  OF 
THE  CERTIFYING  REPORTER. 


Michelle  Perrier  Cole,  LCR 
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PROCEEDINGS 
(6:05  o'clock  p.m. ) 
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MAJOR  BOGDAN:  Good  eveningj  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  and  welcome  to  the  public  hearing  for 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Second  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown  of  the  KC-46A 
Tanker  Aircraft. 

I  am  Major  Karen  Bogdan,  with  the  171st  Air 
Refueling  Wing's  Public  Affairs  Office,  located 
in  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania. 

Please  enjoy  the  refreshments  provided. 
Restrooms  are  outside  in  the  lobby,  and  smoking 
in  the  facility  is  prohibited. 

Before  starting  the  formal  portion  of 
tonight's  hearing,  I  ask  that  cell  phones  be 
turned  off  or  placed  in  the  silent  mode.  During 
the  proceedings,  please  do  not  interrupt  the 
speakers,  and  please  be  respectful  to  those 
providing  oral  comments.  We  will  do  our  best  to 
give  everyone  an  opportunity  to  speak  in  the 
time  that  we  have. 

Colonel  Mark  Allred,  Judge  Advocate,  will 
now  begin  the  formal  portion  of  tonight's 
hearing. 
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COLONEL  ALLRED:  Good  eveningj  and  thank 
you.  Major  Karen  Bogdan.  I  am  3udge  Colonel 
Mark  Allred  and  I  am  a  Chief  Trial  Judge  of  the 
United  States  Air  Force  from  Joint  Base  Andrews, 
Maryland . 

I'd  like  to  make  clear  from  the  outset  that 
I'm  here  in  my  capacity  as  a  federal  judge, 
solely  to  act  as  a  moderator  in  this  hearing. 

The  United  States  Trial  Judiciary  is  an 
independent  organization.  I  do  not  work  for,  or 
with,  anyone  in  this  room.  I  am  not  a  member  of 
this  command  or  assigned  to  this  installation. 

I  report  directly  to  the  Chief  Trial  Judge  of 
the  United  States  Air  Force  and  to  the  Judge 
Advocate  General  of  the  Air  Force.  I  have  had 
no  involvement  with  the  preparation  of  this 
proposed  action  or  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  I  have  not  rendered  legal  advice  or 
assistance  with  respect  to  this  action.  I'm 
here  tonight  to  serve  as  an  independent  public 
hearing  officer  regarding  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I  am 
responsible  for  providing  everyone  an 
opportunity  to  comment  tonight  on  the  proposed 
action,  alternatives,  and  associated 
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environmental  analysis.  This  public  hearing 
provides  you  with  the  formal  opportunity  for 
comment.  I  do  not  make  any  recommendation  or 
decision  on  whether  the  proposed  project  should 
be  continued^  modifiedj  or  abandoned  or  how  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  be 
prepared.  Therefore,  during  the  public  comment 
portion  of  this  hearing,  I  urge  you  to  direct 
your  comments  to  the  individuals  on  our  panel. 

The  purpose  of  this  public  hearing  is  to 
provide  you  with  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  More  importantly,  this  hearing  is  a 
formal  opportunity  for  you  to  get  involved  in 
the  NEPA  process.  This  hearing  is  scheduled  to 
conclude  at  8:00  p.m.,  but,  if  necessary,  will 
continue  until  all  comments  have  been  received. 
This  formal  session  may  end  before  8:00  p.m.,  if 
there  are  no  more  comments.  However,  the 
overall  hearing,  including  materials  to  be 
viewed  and  discussion  with  team  members 
individually,  will  continue  until  8:00  p.m., 
unless  all  interested  parties  have  left  the 
meeting. 

If,  following  the  presentation,  any  members 
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of  the  audience  have  questions  regarding 
clarification  of  any  points  you  may  not  have 
understood^  you  may  fill  out  a  question  card^ 
which  can  be  found  at  the  registration  desk  or 
on  several  tables  scattered  throughout  the  roomj 
or  you  may  raise  your  hand  now  and  someone  will 
bring  a  card  to  you. 

Once  you  have  filled  out  your  question  on 
the  cardj  please  raise  your  hand  again  and  one 
of  our  staff  will  collect  it  from  you.  Only 
questions  regarding  clarification  of  the  topics 
presented  will  be  entertained.  General  comments 
on  the  action  will  not  be  read  by  our  panel,  but 
you  may  present  your  comment  orally  later  in 
this  hearing  or  submit  it  on  one  of  our  comment 
cards  found  throughout  the  room. 

We  will  take  a  ten  minute  break  to  allow 
Colonel  Metzgar,  the  171st  Air  Refueling  Wing 
staff.  National  Guard  Bureau  staff,  and  the 
environmental  consultants  to  review  any 
questions  submitted  and  identify  the  best  person 
to  answer  each. 

After  the  break,  we  will  answer  any 
questions  we  have  received  on  the  question  cards 
from  the  audience.  Once  questions  have  been 
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answeredj  members  of  the  audience  who  checked 
the  box  on  their  registration  cards  indicating 
their  desire  to  provide  oral  comments  will  be 
asked  to  come  forward. 

Registration  cards  were  available  at  the 
registration  table  as  you  came  in.  If  you  have 
not  filled  out  a  card  or  indicated  your  desire 
to  speak  and  wish  to  do  so,  please  raise  your 
hand  and  a  card  will  be  provided  to  you  now. 

In  addition,  there  are  materials  at  the 
door  describing  the  official  Air  National  Guard 
proposal,  the  description  of  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives,  and  information  on  locations 
where  you  can  review  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  after  tonight. 

To  ensure  that  all  interested  citizens  have 
an  opportunity  to  speak,  I  will  limit  the 
comments  to  ten  minutes  per  person.  If  time 
allows  after  everyone  has  an  opportunity  to 
provide  their  comments,  you  may  have  more  time. 
You  will  only  be  allowed  to  comment  when  your 
name  is  called.  Elected  officials,  individuals 
representing  organizations  will  be  called  upon 
first. 

A  court  reporter  is  recording  this 
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proceeding  for  the  record.  We  will  take  a  ten 
minute  break  every  hour  to  allow  the  court 
reporter  to  take  a  break. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  introduce  and 
recognize  one  public  official  at  this  hearing, 
Kaitlin  O'Connor  from  the  office  of 
Representative  Tim  Murphy. 

Apparently,  we  also  have  Mr.  Daniel  Alwine 
from  Senator  Matt  Smith's  office. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  restrooms  are  located 
in  the  lobby  outside  this  room,  and  refreshments 
can  be  found  near  the  check-in  desk. 

Throughout  this  hearing,  I  ask  that  you 
keep  in  mind  that  this  public  hearing  is  not  a 
debate,  or  any  type  of  vote  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  nor  is  it 
primarily  designed  as  a  question  and  answer 
session,  although  legitimate,  clarifying 
questions  may  be  asked. 

At  the  conclusion  of  this  hearing,  you  may 
discuss  the  findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  in  greater  detail  with  the 
staff  members  from  the  171st  Air  Refueling  Wing, 
National  Guard  Bureau,  and  the  consultant's 
technical  representatives. 
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If  you  do  not  wish  to  provide  oral 
comments,  written  comments  will  be  accepted  and 
will  be  given  equal  consideration.  Even  if  you 
do  make  an  oral  statement,  you  are  welcome  to 
provide  a  written  statement  to  reaffirm  the 
comments  you  made  and  any  additional  comments 
you  would  like  to  make. 

Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  the 
National  Guard  Bureau  at  the  address  printed  on 
the  comment  form  that  you  filled  out,  or  on  the 
website.  The  address  is  also  provided  on  the 
comment  sheets. 

All  relevant,  substantive  comments  will  be 
included  in  the  administrative  record  and  will 
be  addressed  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  The  formal  comment  period  for  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ends  on 
March  24,  2014.  It  is  very  important  for  you  to 
realize  that  the  Pennsylvania  Air  National 
Guard  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau  will  be  open 
and  responsive  to  your  comments  and  concerns 
throughout  the  NEPA  process. 

It  is  a  requirement  to  inform  you  that 
under  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  your  name, 
address,  and  comments,  if  provided  during  this 
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NEPA  process,  will  be  used  to  compile  mailing 
lists  for  sending  project  reports,  brochures  and 
other  information  concerning  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  to  those  individuals  and  groups 
who  might  be  interested;  forwarded  to  federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies  and  elected  officials. 

The  addresses  of  private  individuals 
submitting  comments  will  not,  repeat,  will  not, 
be  published  in  documents  released  to  the 
public . 

Failure  to  provide  the  information 
requested  would  prevent  delivery  of  documents 
and  notification  of  further  developments. 

However,  documents  are  available  on  the  project 
website,  and  in  select  libraries,  with  locations 
published  in  local  newspapers. 

Now,  before  we  proceed  with  the 
presentation,  if  you  have  not  reviewed  a  copy  of 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  copies 
are  available  for  you  to  review  while  in 
attendance  at  this  hearing  at  each  of  the 
information  booths.  Further,  you  may  pick  up  a 
CD  with  the  document  on  it  at  the  check-in  desk. 
There  is  also  a  list  of  locations  where  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  provided  for 
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public  review  after  this  meeting  in  the 
informational  handouts.  If  you  did  not  receive 
other  informational  materials  that  were 
available  at  the  entrance^  please  raise  your 
hand  and  someone  will  provide  them  to  you. 

At  this  pointy  I  will  turn  this  over  to 
Colonel  Metzgar,  the  Commander  for  the  171st  Air 
Refueling  Wing. 

COLONEL  METZGAR:  Thank  you,  Your  Honor. 

Good  evening.  My  name  is  Colonel  Edward 
Metzgar,  and  I  am  the  Wing  Commander  for  the 
Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard's  171st  Air 
Refueling  Wing  at  the  Pittsburgh  International 
Airport.  On  behalf  of  the  Pennsylvania  Air 
National  Guard,  I  want  to  welcome  all  of  you  to 
this  important  public  hearing  regarding  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
proposed  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft. 

It  is  our  goal  this  evening  to  provide  you  with 
information  about  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown 
and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
commonly  referred  to  as  NEPA,  and  to  ensure  your 
maximum  participation  and  understanding  of  this 
process . 

I  would  like  to  introduce  you  to 
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individuals  who  are  here  this  evening  to  assist 
in  answering  questions  about  the  aircraft 
conversion  and  to  facilitate  your  participation 
in  commenting  on  the  findings  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

You  have  already  met  Colonel  Mark  Allred, 
Judge  Advocate,  from  Headquarters  Air  Force, 
Joint  Base  Andrews,  Maryland.  He  will  be 
presiding  over  this  evening's  hearing. 

Next  we  have  Lt.  Col.  John  Tower,  the  171st 
Air  Refueling  Wing's  environmental  manager,  who 
will  provide  you  with  an  overview  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives;  and  Anne  Rowe, 
from  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  who  will  be 
explaining  some  key  considerations  regarding  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

We  also  have  a  number  of  other  individuals 
who  have  been  involved  in  the  development  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  They  are  from 
the  Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard,  the 
National  Guard  Bureau,  and  Cardno  TEC,  our 
environmental  consultants.  They  will  be 
available  after  the  current  formal  session  to 
answer  questions  and  to  help  facilitate  this 
process.  You  will  find  that  any  member  in 
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uniform  or  with  an  EIS  name  tag  can  either 
answer  your  questions  or  direct  you  to  the  right 
individual  to  answer  your  questions. 

The  greater  Pittsburgh  community  is 
important  to  the  171st  Air  Refueling  Wing,  and 
community  input  is  valuable  to  the  environmental 
analyses,  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  is 
the  current  home  of  the  171st  Air  Refueling 
Wing.  Many  of  our  current,  as  well  as  retired, 
members  live  in  the  Pittsburgh  area.  We  are 
part  of  this  community. 

Many  of  you  have  been  consistently 
supportive  of  the  military  and  of  the  171st  Air 
Refueling  Wing.  This  community  helped  foster 
the  development  of  the  Pennsylvania  Air  National 
Guard  as  well  as  the  171st  Air  Refueling  Wing 
over  the  years.  This  support  is  and  has  been 
deeply  appreciated.  Like  you,  our  members  live 
and  work  in  this  community  and  care  deeply  about 
its  future.  This  is  home  to  us  all. 

The  proposed  action  is  for  the  Air  Force  to 
replace  a  portion  of  the  existing  KC-135  aerial 
refueling  fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a 
new  aircraft  to  the  Air  Force's  fleet.  As  such, 
the  Air  Force  plans  to  identify  locations  for 
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the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unitj  also 
known  as  FTUj  and  the  First  Main  Operating  Base, 
also  known  as  MOB  1,  which  will  both  be  led  by 
active  duty  units.  This  has  been  the  subject  of 
a  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  is 
not  a  part  of  this  discussion  tonight.  The  Air 
Force  will  also  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  a  second 
Main  Operating  Base,  also  known  as  MOB  2,  which 
will  be  led  by  an  Air  National  Guard  unit.  This 
hearing  is  regarding  the  second  Main  Operating 
Base  beddown  only,  as  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown 
are  the  subject  of  a  separate  action. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  has  prepared  this 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  analyze 
the  potential  impacts  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
beddown.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  analyzes  potential  environmental 
consequences  that  could  result  from  the  proposed 
beddown  of  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  of  five 
alternative  Air  National  Guard  installations, 
including  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station, 
Kansas;  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst,  New 
Jersey;  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station,  New 
Hampshire;  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard 
Station,  Pennsylvania;  and  Rickenbacker  Air 
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National  Guard  StatioUj  Ohio. 

The  no-action  alternative  is  required  by 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Actj  and  was 
evaluated  also  to  provide  a  baseline  for 
decision  makers.  The  no  action  alternative 
evaluates  the  environmental  consequences  of  not 
basing  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  installation. 
Under  the  No  Action  alternative,  no  installation 
would  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A  for  the 
second  Main  Operating  Base. 

In  2013,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
announced  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  as 
the  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  second 
Main  Operating  Base.  The  United  States  Air 
Force  selected  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station 
based  on  an  operational  analysis,  results  of 
site  surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors.  We 
would  like  to  emphasize  that  although  the 
preferred  alternative  for  the  beddown  has  been 
announced,  no  final  decision  has  been  made  on 
the  basing  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  currently 
under  analysis  in  this  draft  EIS.  Until  a  final 
decision  is  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force,  all  alternatives  are  still  under 
consideration  and  are  treated  equally. 


National  Court  Reporters,  Inc. 
888.800.9656 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-155 


Final  -  June  2014 


1 

2 

3 

A 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 

:4c  ^ 


15 


As  shown  on  the  poster  boards,  as  a  result 
of  the  proposed  action,  there  would  be  a  change 
to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected 
installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft 
using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location; 
changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building 
renovation  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to 
support  this  action.  The  proposed  aircraft 
beddown  is  estimated  to  begin  in  late  2017  or 
2018  for  the  National  Guard  Bureau. 

If  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station  is 
selected  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  17  KC-135 
aircraft  would  be  replaced  by  12  KC-46A 
aircraft,  personnel  would  increase  by  59 
individuals,  total  airfield  operations  would 
increase  by  2  percent  and  the  acreage  off 
airport-controlled  property  within  the  65 
decibel  day  nigh  average  sound  level  noise 
contour  would  increase  by  23  acres. 

If  Pittsburgh  is  not  chosen  for  the  beddown 
of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft,  the  existing 
KC-235  will  remain  at  the  base  for  the 
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foreseeable  future. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your 
attendance  and  your  interest  this  evening. 

Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  further 
assistance,  either  during  or  after  tonight's 
formal  proceedings  conclude. 

With  that,  I  will  turn  over  the  hearing  to 
Lt .  Col.  3ohn  Tower,  Environmental  Manager  for 
the  171st  Air  Refueling  Wing. 

LT.  COL.  TOWER:  Thank  you.  Colonel 
Metzgar.  Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
and  welcome  to  the  public  hearing  for  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As  the  Commander 
indicated,  I  am  Lt.  Col.  lohn  Tower,  and  I  serve 
as  the  environmental  manager  for  the  171st  Air 
Refueling  Wing.  As  a  member  of  the  Air 
Refueling  Wing  and  of  the  local  community,  I  am 
very  interested  in  what  happens  here  as  well. 
This  is  an  important  occasion  in  which  to 
discuss  this  topic  and  I  appreciate  your 
interest,  your  participation  and  your  comments. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
evaluates  impacts  to  eleven  resources  by  the 
proposed  action  to  include  noise,  air  quality, 
safety,  biological  resources,  and  cultural 
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resources.  Other  resources  evaluated  can  be 
reviewed  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  As  a  result  of  the  draft 
environmental  analysiSj  we  do  not  expect  the 
proposed  action  to  have  any  significant  impacts 
to  any  resources. 

I  will  speak  briefly  to  most  of  the 
resources  I  just  mentioned.  Howeverj  more 
indepth  information  is  provided  in  the  Draft  EIS 
document  for  all  eleven  resources. 

The  noise  poster  board  shows  baseline  noise 
contours  from  existing  KC-135  aircraft 
operations  and  proposed  noise  contours  from 
KC-46A  aircraft  operations  at  Pittsburgh.  The 
analysis  was  based  on  8^040  allocated  flying 
hours  for  each  unit,  which  is  a  conservative 
estimate,  meaning  that  flying  hours  would  most 
certainly  be  below  that  number  for  each 
alternative . 

As  you  can  see,  the  noise  contours  would 
reduce  slightly  by  23  acres  off 
airport-controlled  property.  Pittsburgh  Air 
National  Guard  Station  is  located  in  an  area  of 
non-attainment  for  some  criteria 
pollutants, including  particulate  matter  and 
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ozone.  Projected  emissions  from  the  proposed 
action  would  not  be  expected  to  exceed 
established  air  quality  standards.  Any  increase 
in  air  emissions  would  be  below  the  established 
thresholds  for  our  area  and  would  not  be 
significant . 

Under  this  alternativej  minor  construction 
and  renovation  of  facilities  would  be  required^ 
resulting  in  approximately  4.3  acres  of 
temporary  soil  disturbance  and  2  acres  of  new 
impervious  surface.  There  would  be  no  impacts 
to  wetlands,  floodplains,  federally  listed 
species,  or  cultural  resources.  In  addition, 
the  Air  National  Guard  has  initiated  government 
to  government  coordination  with  all  federally 
recognized  tribes  affiliated  with  the  area.  To 
date,  from  the  responses  we  have  received,  no 
tribe  has  indicated  that  any  traditional 
resources  occur  in  the  project  area. 

We  look  forward  to  input  provided  from  the 
public  and  affected  communities  as  we  proceed 
through  the  NEPA  process.  Once  the  requirements 
of  NEPA  are  complete,  the  Air  Force  will  make 
its  final  basing  decision. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention,  and  I  will 
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now  turn  the  presentation  over  to  Ms.  Anne  Rowe, 
the  National  Guard  Bureau  Project  Manager  for 
the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  discuss 
the  NEPA  process. 

MS.  ROWE:  I  will  briefly  summarize  the 
NEPA  Process. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
commonly  referred  to  as  NEPA,  aids  federal 
agency  decision  makers  in  determining  the  future 
course  of  federal  actions.  It  is  the  objective 
of  NEPA  to  ensure  that  decision  makers  have 
environmental  information  and  public  input  to 
facilitate  informed  decisions. 

The  goal  of  preparing  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is  to  support  sound  decisions 
through  the  assessment  of  potential 
environmental  impacts,  as  well  as  involving  the 
public  in  the  process.  The  result  of  this 
analysis  and  other  relevant  factors  will  be 
considered  before  a  decision  is  made  by  the  Air 
Force  on  this  proposal. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
or  Draft  EIS,  which  was  made  available  for  your 
viewing  at  a  number  of  public  locations 
beginning  on  February  7,  2014,  presents  the 
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findings  and  analysis  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  on  environmental  criteria  set  forth 
by  NEPA.  Tonight's  public  hearing  is  the  second 
of  two  public  comment  forums  that  provide  the 
public  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  scope 
and  content  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  The  first  forumj  called  a  scoping 
meeting,  was  held  at  the  Town  of  Moon  Municipal 
building  and  at  the  other  alternative  locations 
in  Dune  2013. 

Comments  have  also  been  solicited  from 
local,  state  and  federal  agencies  that  have 
jurisdiction  over  particular  resources,  such  as 
air  and  water  quality.  That  process  began  with 
the  release  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare 
an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  May  17, 

2013,  and  continues  today  with  public  and  agency 
review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement . 

This  hearing  gives  the  potentially  affected 
communities  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
analyses  that  have  been  presented  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  formal  public  comment  period  ends  on 
March  24,  2014.  Following  this  period,  oral  and 
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3^  ^ 

written  comments  received  from  both  the  public 
and  government  agencies  will  be  reviewed  by  the 
Air  Force  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau.  We 
will  continue  to  accept  comments  throughout  the 
NEPA  Process.  However,  it  is  more  difficult  to 
give  your  comments  the  consideration  they 
deserve  as  the  process  winds  down  close  to  the 
release  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  or  Final  EIS. 

After  all  comments  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  have  been 
addressed,  substantive  comments  will  be  reviewed 
and  responded  to  in  the  final  EIS.  The  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be  released 
to  the  public  for  a  30-day  period  before  a 
record  of  decision  is  signed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  or  their  designee.  The  Record  of 
Decision  is  scheduled  to  be  signed  in  Dune  2014. 

This  conduces  the  explanation  of  both  the 
KC-46A  beddown  proposal,  as  well  as  the  NEPA 
Process.  I  now  return  the  program  back  to  our 
hearing  officer. 

Thank  you. 

COLONEL  ALLRED:  Normally  at  this  time  in 
such  a  proceeding  we  take  a  brief  recess,  10  to 
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15  minutes,  to  gather  comment  cards  from  anyone 
that  might  wish  to  ask  questions  or  make 
comments.  Because  of  the  few  numbers  we  have 
this  evening,  I  a  not  sure  whether  a  formal 
break  is  necessary. 

Do  we  have  anyone  who  has  provided  a 
comment  card? 

(No  response.) 

COLONEL  ALLRED:  We  have  one  person  who 
would  like  to  provide  comments.  At  this  point, 
we  will  proceed  and  let  anyone  speak  that  would 
like  to. 

Mr.  Alwine,  would  you  like  to  come  up  to 
make  a  comment. 

MR.  ALWINE:  Thank  you  very  much.  Ann,  it 
is  very  nice  to  meet  you  in  person.  I  see  your 
name  on  correspondence. 

I  wanted  to  make  a  comment,  because  I've 
seen  no  one  else  was  going  to,  and  Colonel 
Metzgar  touched  upon  a  couple  of  things, 
community  involvement,  the  concern  that  the 
Pittsburgh  area  and  people  who  live  here  have 
families,  people  who  serve  in  the  military,  and 
for  our  region  to  continue  to  receive  the  171st 
and  other  installations  is  to  grow. 
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My  comment  isn't  addressing  the 
environmental  impact.  The  small  attendance 
numbers  you  see  here  should  be  proof  that  the 
region  supports  the  ITlst,  the  expansion,  and  we 
want  to  see  the  171st  get  the  new  tankers  and 
continue  serving  and  doing  the  fantastic  job 
they  do. 

That  is  my  comment.  Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONEL  ALLRED:  Thank  you,  sir. 

I  want  to  make  sure  everyone  has  an 
opportunity  to  provide  comments  or  questions. 

Is  there  any  other  question  or  comment  from 
anyone  this  evening? 

(No  response.) 

COLONEL  ALLRED:  Apparently  not. 

I  would  like  to  give  the  National  Guard 
Bureau  an  opportunity  to  address  any  questions 
that  might  have  come  up  at  all.  I  think  I  have 
in  front  of  us  all  of  the  questions  that  have 
been  raised. 

Any  other  questions  that  have  been  fielded? 
I  want  to  make  sure  I  am  not  missing  anything. 

If  you  still  should  have  any  questions  that 
arise  after  we  have  closed  the  proceeding, 
please  feel  free  to  visit  these  information 
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booths  and  ask  questions  that  you  ay  have 
regarding  the  proposed  action. 

Now  that  all  questions  appear  to  be 
answeredj  I  would  --  just  one  moment.  I'm 
moving  along  in  our  program^  as  we  seem  to  have 
covered  much  of  it  already. 

Mr.  Alwine,  you  made  comments  here.  Please 
be  advised  that  you  and  anyone  else  in  this 
session  can  be  followed  up  with  written 
comments^  any  matters  that  you  would  like  to 
submit  in  writing.  Understand  that  equal  weight 
is  given  to  both  oral  and  written  comments  and 
will  become  part  of  the  official  record  and  be 
included  in  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement . 

This  evening's  goal  was  to  provide  you  with 
open  communication  and  accurate  information  to 
ensure  your  informed  participation  in  the  NEPA 
Process.  I  hope  that  we  have  achieved  that 
goal.  Please  feel  free  to  visit  the  information 
booths  and  ask  any  additional  questions  that  you 
may  have  regarding  this  proposed  action.  You 
have  an  opportunity  during  the  formal  comment 
period  ending  March  24,  2014,  to  provide  written 
comments.  Please  stop  by  the  registration  booth 
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1  CAPTAIN  ERICA  WONN :  Good  evening,  ladies 

2  and  gentlemen,  and  welcome  to  the  public  hearing 

3  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 

4  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  Beddown  of  the 

5  KC-46A  Tanker  Aircraft.  I'm  Captain  Erica  Wonn 

6  with  the  121st  Air  Refueling  wing's  Public  Affairs 

7  Office  located  here  in  Columbus,  Ohio. 

8  Please  enjoy  the  refreshments  provided. 

9  Restrooms  are  outside  in  the  lobby,  and  smoking  in 

10  the  facility  is  prohibited. 

11  Before  starting  the  formal  portion  of 

12  tonight's  hearing,  I  ask  that  cell  phones  be  turned 

13  off  or  placed  in  the  silent  mode.  During  the 

14  proceedings,  please  do  not  interrupt  the  speakers 

15  and  please  be  respectful  to  those  providing  oral 

16  comments.  We  will  do  our  best  to  give  everyone  an 

17  opportunity  to  speak  in  the  time  we  have. 

18  Colonel  Mark  Allred,  Judge  Advocate,  will 

19  now  begin  the  formal  portion  of  tonight's  hearing. 

20  COLONEL  MARK  ALLRED:  Good  evening,  and 

21  thank  you  Captain  Wonn.  I  am  Judge  Colonel  Mark 

22  Allred.  I'm  the  chief  trial  judge  of  the  United 

23  States  Air  Force  from  Joint  Base  Andrews,  Maryland. 

24  I'd  like  to  make  clear  from  the  outset  that  I'm 

25  here  in  my  capacity  as  a  federal  judge  solely  to 
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1  act  as  a  moderator  in  this  hearing.  The  United 

2  States  Trial  Judiciary  is  an  independent 

3  organization.  I  do  not  work  for,  or  with,  anyone 

4  in  this  room.  I  am  not  a  member  of  this  command  or 

5  assigned  to  this  installation.  I  report  directly 

6  to  the  Judge  Advocate  General  of  the  Air  Force. 

7  I've  had  no  involvement  with  the  preparation  of 

8  this  proposed  action  or  the  Environmental  Impact 

9  Statement.  I  have  not  rendered  legal  advice  or 

10  assistance  with  respect  to  this  action.  I'm  here 

11  tonight  to  serve  as  an  independent  public  hearing 

12  officer  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

13  Statement.  I  am  responsible  for  providing  everyone 

14  an  opportunity  to  comment  tonight  on  the  proposed 

15  action,  alternatives,  and  associated  environmental 

16  analysis.  This  public  hearing  provides  you  with 

17  the  formal  opportunity  for  comment.  I  do  not  make 

18  any  recommendation  or  decision  on  whether  the 

19  proposed  project  should  be  continued,  modified,  or 

20  abandoned  or  how  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

21  should  be  prepared.  Therefore,  during  the  public 

22  comment  portion  of  this  hearing  I  urge  you  to 

23  direct  your  comments  to  the  individuals  on  our 

24  panel . 

25  The  purpose  of  this  public  hearing  is  to 
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1  provide  you  with  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 

2  findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

3  Statement.  More  importantly,  this  hearing  is  a 

4  formal  opportunity  for  you  to  get  involved  in  the 

5  NEPA  Process.  This  hearing  is  scheduled  to  conclude 

6  at  8:00  p.m.,  but  if  necessary,  it  will  continue 

7  until  all  comments  have  been  received.  This  formal 

8  session  may  end  before  8:00  p.m.,  if  there  are  no 

9  more  comments.  However,  the  overall  hearing, 

10  including  materials  to  be  viewed  and  discussion  with 

11  team  members  individually,  will  continue  until 

12  8:00  p.m.,  unless  all  interested  parties  left  the 

13  meeting. 

14  If  following  the  presentation  any  members 

15  of  the  audience  have  questions  regarding 

16  clarification  of  any  points  you  may  not  have 

17  understood,  you  may  fill  out  a  question  card,  which 

18  can  be  found  at  the  registration  desk  or  on  several 

19  tables  scattered  throughout  the  room,  or  you  may 

20  raise  your  hand  now  and  someone  will  bring  a  card  to 

21  you.  Once  you  have  filled  out  your  question  on  the 

22  card,  please  raise  your  hand  again  and  one  of  our 

23  staff  will  collect  it  from  you.  Only  questions 

24  regarding  clarification  of  the  topics  presented  will 

25  be  entertained.  General  comments  on  the  action  will 
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1  not  be  read  by  our  panel,  but  you  may  present  your 

2  comment  orally  later  in  this  hearing  or  submit  it  on 

3  one  of  the  comment  cards  found  throughout  the  room. 

4  Later  we  will  take  a  break  to  allow 

5  Colonel  Jones,  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  staff, 

6  National  Guard  Bureau  staff  and  environmental 

7  consultants  to  review  any  questions  submitted  and 

8  identify  the  best  person  to  answer  each. 

9  After  the  break,  we  will  answer  any 

10  questions  that  we  have  received  on  the  question 

11  cards  from  the  audience.  Once  the  questions  have 

12  been  answered,  members  of  the  audience  who  checked 

13  the  box  on  their  registration  cards  indicating  their 

14  desire  to  provide  oral  comments  will  be  asked  to 

15  come  forward. 

16  Registration  cards  were  available  at  the 

17  registration  table  as  you  came  in.  If  you  have  not 

18  filled  out  a  card  or  indicated  your  desire  to  speak 

19  and  wish  to  do  so,  please  raise  your  hand  and  a  card 

20  will  be  provided  to  you  now. 

21  In  addition,  there  are  materials  at  the 

22  door  describing  the  office  Air  National  Guard 

23  proposal,  the  description  of  the  proposed  action  and 

24  alternatives,  and  information  on  locations  where  you 

25  can  review  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


B6-178 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Final  -  June  2014 


6 

1  after  tonight,  if  you  have  not  already  done  so. 

2  To  ensure  that  all  interested  citizens 

3  have  an  opportunity  to  speak,  I  will  limit  the 

4  comments  to  ten  minutes  per  person.  If  time  allows 

5  after  everyone  has  had  an  opportunity  to  provide 

6  their  comments,  you  may  have  more  time.  You  will 

7  only  be  allowed  to  comment  when  your  name  is  called. 

8  Elected  officials  and  individuals  representing 

9  organizations  will  be  called  upon  first. 

10  A  court  reporter  is  recording  this 

11  proceeding  for  the  record.  We  will  take  a 

12  ten-minute  break  every  hour  to  allow  the  court 

13  reporter  to  take  a  break. 

14  At  this  time  I  would  like  to  introduce  and 

15  recognize  a  few  public  officials  that  are  present  at 

16  the  hearing.  First  of  all.  Brigadier  General  Mark 

17  Stevens  who  is  the  director  of  the  Joint  Staff  at 

18  the  Ohio  National  Guard.  Welcome,  sir.  And  also  we 

19  would  like  to  recognize  Ms.  Susan  Cox.  She  is  from 

20  the  office  of  U.S.  Senator,  Rob  Portman,  a 

21  representative  from  his  office. 

22  As  I  mentioned,  there  are  restrooms 

23  located  nearby.  There  are  some  just  to  the  rear  of 

24  us  here  and  refreshments  can  be  found  over  in  this 

25  area. 
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1  Throughout  this  hearing,  I  ask  that  you 

2  keep  in  mind  that  this  public  hearing  is  not  a 

3  debate,  or  any  type  of  vote  on  the  Draft 

4  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  nor  is  it  primarily 

5  designed  as  a  question-and-answer  session,  although 

6  legitimate,  clarifying  questions  may  be  asked.  At 

7  the  conclusion  of  this  hearing  you  may  discuss  the 

8  findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

9  in  greater  detail  with  the  staff  members  of  the 

10  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing,  National  Guard  Bureau,  and 

11  the  consultant's  technical  representatives. 

12  If  you  do  not  wish  to  provide  oral 

13  comments,  written  comments  will  be  accepted  and 

14  given  equal  consideration.  Even  if  you  do  make  an 

15  oral  statement,  you  are  welcome  to  provide  a  written 

16  statement  to  reaffirm  the  comments  you  made  and  to 

17  make  any  additional  comments  you  would  like. 

18  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  the 

19  National  Guard  Bureau  at  the  address  printed  on  the 

20  comment  form  that  you  filled  out,  or  on  the  website. 

21  The  address  is  also  provided  on  the  comment  sheets. 

22  All  relevant,  substantive  comments  will  be 

23  included  in  the  administrative  record  and  will  be 

24  addressed  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 

25  Statement.  The  formal  comment  period  for  the  Draft 
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1  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ends  on  March  24, 

2  2014.  It  is  very  important  for  you  to  realize  that 

3  the  Ohio  Air  National  Guard  and  the  National  Guard 

4  Bureau  will  be  open  and  responsive  to  your  comments 

5  and  concerns  throughout  the  NEPA  Process. 

6  It  is  a  requirement  to  inform  you  that 

7  under  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974,  your  name,  address, 

8  and  comments,  if  provided  during  the  NEPA  Process, 

9  will  be  A;  Used  to  compile  mailing  lists  for 

10  sending  project  reports,  brochures,  and  other 

11  information  concerning  the  Environmental  Impact 

12  Statement  to  those  individuals  and  groups  who  might 

13  be  interested.  B:  Forwarded  to  federal,  state,  and 

14  local  agencies,  and  elected  officials.  C:  The 

15  addresses  of  private  individuals  submitting  comments 

16  will  not,  repeat  will  not,  be  published  in  documents 

17  released  to  the  public. 

18  Failure  to  provide  the  information 

19  requested  would  prevent  delivery  of  documents  and 

20  notification  of  further  developments.  However, 

21  documents  are  available  on  the  project  website  and 

22  in  select  libraries,  with  locations  published  in 

23  local  newspapers. 

24  Now,  before  we  proceed  with  the 

25  presentation,  if  you  have  not  reviewed  a  copy  of  the 
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1  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  copies  are 

2  available  for  you  to  review  while  in  attendance  at 

3  this  hearing  at  each  of  the  information  booths. 

4  Further,  you  may  pick  up  a  CD  with  the  document  on 

5  it  at  the  check-in  desk.  There  is  also  a  list  of 

6  locations  where  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

7  is  provided  for  public  review  after  this  meeting  in 

8  the  informational  handouts.  If  you  did  not  receive 

9  other  informational  materials  that  were  available  at 

10  the  entrance,  please  raise  your  hand  and  someone 

11  will  provide  them  to  you. 

12  At  this  point,  I  will  turn  this  over  to 

13  Colonel  Jones,  the  Commander  for  the  121st  Air 

14  Refueling  Wing. 

15  COLONEL  JONES:  Thank  you,  your  honor. 

16  Good  evening,  my  name  is  Colonel  James  Jones,  and  I 

17  am  the  Wing  Commander  for  the  Ohio  Air  National 

18  Guard's  121  Air  Refueling  Wing  at  the  Rickenbacker 

19  International  Airport.  On  behalf  of  the  Ohio  Air 

20  National  Guard,  I  want  to  welcome  all  of  you  to 

21  this  important  public  hearing  regarding  the  Draft 

22  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed 

23  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft.  It  is  our 

24  goal  this  evening  to  provide  you  with  information 

25  about  the  proposed  aircraft  beddown  and  the 
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1  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  commonly 

2  referred  to  as  NEPA,  and  to  ensure  your  maximum 

3  participation  and  understanding  of  this  process. 

4  I  would  like  to  introduce  you  to 

5  individuals  who  are  here  this  evening  to  assist  in 

6  answering  questions  about  the  aircraft  conversion 

7  and  to  facilitate  your  participation  in  commenting 

8  on  the  findings  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

9  Statement. 

10  You  have  already  met  Colonel  Mark  Allred, 

11  Judge  Advocate,  from  Headquarters  Air  Force,  Joint 

12  Base  Andrews,  Maryland.  He  will  be  presiding  over 

13  this  evening's  hearing.  Next,  we  have  Mr.  Roger 

14  Jones,  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing's  Environmental 

15  Manager  who  will  provide  you  with  an  overview  of  the 

16  proposed  action  and  alternatives;  and  Anne  Rowe, 

17  from  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  who  will  be 

18  explaining  some  key  considerations  regarding  the 

19  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

20  We  also  have  a  number  of  other  individuals 

21  who  have  been  involved  in  the  development  of  the 

22  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  They  are  from  the 

23  Ohio  Air  National  Guard,  the  National  Guard  Bureau, 

24  and  Cardno  TEC,  our  environmental  consultants.  They 

25  will  be  available  after  the  current  formal  session 
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1  to  answer  questions  and  to  help  facilitate  this 

2  process.  You  will  find  that  any  member  in  uniform 

3  or  with  an  EIS  name  tag  can  either  answer  your 

4  questions  or  direct  you  to  the  right  individual  to 

5  answer  your  questions . 

6  The  greater  Columbus  community  is 

7  important  to  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing,  and 

8  community  input  is  valuable  to  the  environmental 

9  analysis.  Rickenbacker  International  Airport  is  the 

10  current  home  of  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing.  Many 

11  of  our  current,  as  well  as  retired,  members  live  in 

12  the  Columbus  area.  We  are  a  part  of  this  community. 

13  Many  of  you  have  been  consistently 

14  supportive  of  the  military  and  of  the  121st  Air 

15  Refueling  Wing.  This  community  helped  foster  the 

16  development  of  the  Ohio  Air  National  Guard,  as  well 

17  as  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  over  the  years. 

18  This  support  is  and  has  been  deeply  appreciated. 

19  Like  you,  our  members  live  and  work  in  this 

20  community  and  care  deeply  about  its  future.  This  is 

21  home  to  us  all. 

22  The  proposed  action  is  for  the  Air  Force 

23  to  replace  a  portion  of  the  existing  KC-135  aerial 

24  refueling  fleet  with  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new 

25  aircraft  to  the  Air  Force's  fleet.  As  such,  the  Air 
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1  Force  plans  to  identify  locations  for  the  beddown  of 

2  a  formal  training  unit,  also  known  as  FTU,  and  the 

3  First  Main  Operating  Base,  also  known  as  MOB  1, 

4  which  will  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  This  has 

5  been  the  subject  of  a  separate  Environmental  Impact 

6  Statement  and  is  not  a  part  of  this  discussion 

7  tonight.  The  Air  Force  will  also  beddown  the  KC-46A 

8  at  a  Second  Main  Operating  Base,  also  known  as  MOB 

9  2,  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National  Guard  unit. 

10  This  hearing  is  regarding  the  Second  Main  Operating 

11  Base  beddown  only,  as  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  are 

12  the  subject  of  a  separate  action. 

13  The  National  Guard  Bureau  has  prepared 

14  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  analyze 

15  the  potential  impacts  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown. 

16  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  analyzes 

17  potential  environmental  consequences  that  could 

18  result  from  the  proposed  beddown  of  12  KC-46A 

19  aircraft  at  any  five  alternative  Air  National  Guard 

20  installations,  including  Forbes  Air  National  Guard 

21  Station,  Kansas;  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst , 

22  New  Jersey;  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station,  New 

23  Hampshire;  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station, 

24  Pennsylvania;  and  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 

25  Station,  Ohio. 
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1  The  no-action  alternative  is  required  by 

2  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  and  was 

3  evaluated  also  to  provide  a  baseline  for 

4  decision-makers.  The  no-action  alternative 

5  evaluates  the  environmental  consequences  of  not 

6  basing  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  any  installation. 

7  Under  the  no-action  alternative,  no  installation 

8  selected  would  be  selected  to  host  the  KC-46A  for 

9  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base. 

10  In  2013,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

11  announced  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  as  the 

12  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  Second  Main 

13  Operating  Base.  The  United  States  Air  Force 

14  selected  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  based  on 

15  an  operational  analysis,  results  of  site  surveys, 

16  and  military  judgment  factors.  We  would  like  to 

17  emphasize  that  although  the  preferred  alternative 

18  for  the  beddown  has  been  announced,  no  final 

19  decision  has  been  made  on  the  basing  of  the  KC-46A 

20  aircraft  currently  under  analysis  in  this  draft  EIS. 

21  Until  a  final  decision  is  made  by  the  Secretary  of 

22  the  Air  Force,  all  alternatives  are  still  under 

23  consideration  and  are  treated  equally. 

24  As  shown  on  the  poster  boards,  as  a  result 

25  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to 
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1  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the  selected 

2  installation;  a  change  in  the  mix  of  aircraft  using 

3  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and 

4  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the 

5  number  of  airfield  operations;  as  well  as  minor 

6  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and 

7  facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  or 

8  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  action. 

9  The  proposed  aircraft  beddown  is  estimated  to  begin 

10  in  late  2017  or  2018  for  the  National  Guard  Bureau. 

11  If  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

12  is  selected  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown,  all  KC-133 

13  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station 

14  will  be  replaced  by  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  personnel 

15  would  increase  by  197  individuals,  total  airfield 

16  operations  would  increase  by  1  percent,  and  the 

17  acreage  off  airport-controlled  property  within  the 

18  65  decibel  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  noise 

19  contour  would  decrease  by  72  acres. 

20  If  Rickenbacker  is  not  chosen  for  the 

21  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  tanker  aircraft,  the  existing 

22  KC-135  will  remain  at  the  base  for  the  foreseeable 

23  future. 

24  Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your 

25  attendance  and  your  interest  in  this  evening. 
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1  Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  further 

2  assistance,  either  during  or  after  tonight's  formal 

3  proceedings  conclude.  With  that,  I  will  turn  over 

4  the  hearing  to  Mr.  Roger  Jones,  Environmental 

5  Manager  for  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing. 

6  MR.  JONES:  Thank  you.  Colonel  Jones. 

7  Good  evening  ladies  and  gentlemen  and  welcome  to 

8  the  public  hearing  for  the  Draft  Environmental 

9  Impact  Statement .  As  the  Commander  indicated,  I  am 

10  Roger  Jones,  and  I  serve  as  the  environmental 

11  manager  for  the  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing.  As  a 

12  member  of  the  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  of  the  local 

13  community  I  am  very  interested  in  what  happens  here 

14  as  well.  This  is  an  important  occasion  in  which  to 

15  discuss  this  topic  and  I  appreciate  your  interest, 

16  your  participation,  and  your  comments. 

17  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

18  evaluates  impacts  to  eleven  resources  by  the 

19  proposed  action  to  include  Noise,  Air  Quality, 

20  Safety,  Biological  Resources,  and  Cultural 

21  Resources.  Other  resources  evaluated  can  be 

22  reviewed  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

23  Statement.  As  a  result  of  the  draft  environmental 

24  analysis,  we  do  not  expect  the  proposed  action  to 

25  have  any  significant  impacts  to  any  resources. 
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1  I  will  speak  briefly  to  most  of  the 

2  resources  I  just  mentioned;  however,  more  in-depth 

3  information  is  provided  in  the  Draft  EIS  document 

4  for  all  eleven  resources. 

5  The  noise  poster  board  shows  baseline 

6  noise  contours  from  existing  KC-135  aircraft 

7  operations  and  proposed  noise  contours  from  KC-46A 

8  aircraft  operations  at  Rickenbacker .  The  analysis 

9  was  based  on  8,040  allocated  flying  hours  for  each 

10  unit,  which  is  a  conservative  estimate,  meaning  that 

11  flying  hours  would  most  certainly  be  below  that 

12  number  for  each  alternative. 

13  As  you  can  see  the  noise  contours  would  be 

14  slightly  reduced  by  72  acres  off  air-controlled 

15  property.  The  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 

16  Station  is  located  in  an  area  of  non-attainment  for 

17  particulate  matter  and  ozone.  Projected  emissions 

18  from  the  proposed  action  would  not  be  expected  to 

19  exceed  established  air  quality  standards.  Any 

20  increase  in  air  emissions  would  be  below  the 

21  established  thresholds  for  our  area  and  would  not  be 

22  significant. 

23  Under  this  alternative  minor  construction 

24  and  renovation  of  facilities  would  be  required 

25  resulting  in  approximately  8.5  acres  of  temporary 
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1  soil  disturbance  and  0.3  acres  of  new  impervious 

2  surface.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  wetlands, 

3  floodplains,  or  federally  listed  species.  In 

4  addition,  the  Air  National  Guard  initiated 

5  government-to-government  coordination  with  all 

6  federally  recognized  tribes  affiliated  with  the 

7  area.  To  date,  from  the  responses  we  have  received, 

8  no  tribe  has  indicated  that  any  traditional 

9  resources  occur  in  the  project  area. 

10  We  look  forward  to  input  provided  from  the 

11  public  and  affected  communities  as  we  proceed 

12  through  the  NEPA  Process.  Once  the  requirements  of 

13  NEPA  are  complete,  the  Air  Force  will  make  its  final 

14  basing  decision.  Thank  you  for  your  attention,  and 

15  I  will  now  turn  over  the  presentation  to  Ms.  Anne 

16  Rowe,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  Project  Manager  for 

17  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  discuss  the 

18  NEPA  Process. 

19  MS.  ROWE:  Thank  you,  Roger.  I  will 

20  briefly  summarize  the  NEPA  Process.  The  National 

21  Environmental  Policy  Act,  commonly  referred  to  as 

22  NEPA,  aids  federal  agency  decision-makers  in 

23  determining  the  future  course  of  federal  actions. 

24  It  is  the  objective  of  NEPA  to  ensure  that 

25  decision-makers  have  environmental  information  and 
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1  public  input  to  facilitate  informed  decisions. 

2  The  goal  of  preparing  the  Environmental 

3  Impact  Statement  is  to  support  sound  decisions 

4  through  the  assessment  of  potential  environmental 

5  impacts,  as  well  as  involving  the  public  in  the 

6  process.  The  result  of  this  analysis  and  other 

7  relevant  factors  will  be  considered  before  a 

8  decision  is  made  by  the  Air  Force  on  this  proposal. 

9  The  Draft  Environmental  Statement  or  Draft 

10  EIS,  which  was  made  available  for  your  viewing  at  a 

11  number  of  public  locations  beginning  on  February  7, 

12  2014,  presents  the  findings  and  analysis  of  the 

13  proposed  action  and  alternatives  on  environmental 

14  criteria  set  forth  by  NEPA.  Tonight's  public 

15  hearing  is  the  second  of  two  public  comment  forums 

16  that  provide  the  public  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 

17  the  scope  and  content  of  the  Environmental  Impact 

18  Statement.  The  first  forum,  called  a  scoping 

19  meeting,  was  held  here  and  at  the  other  alternative 

20  locations  in  June  of  2013. 

21  Comments  have  also  been  solicited  from 

22  local,  state,  and  Federal  agencies  that  have 

23  jurisdiction  over  particular  resources,  such  as  air 

24  and  water  quality.  That  process  began  with  the 

25  release  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare  an 
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1  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  May  17,  2013,  and 

2  continues  today  with  public  and  agency  review  of  the 

3  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

4  This  hearing  gives  the  potentially 

5  affected  communities  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 

6  the  analysis  that  have  been  presented  in  the  Draft 

7  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

8  The  formal  public  comment  period  ends  on 

9  March  24,  2014.  Following  this  period,  oral  and 

10  written  comments  received  from  both  the  public  and 

11  government  agencies  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Air 

12  Force  and  the  National  Guard  Bureau.  We  will 

13  continue  to  accept  comments  throughout  the  NEPA 

14  Process.  However,  it  is  more  difficult  to  give  your 

15  comments  the  consideration  they  deserve  as  the 

16  process  winds  down  closer  to  the  release  of  the 

17  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  or  Final  EIS. 

18  After  all  comments  on  the  Draft 

19  Environmental  Impact  Statement  have  been  addressed, 

20  substantive  comments  will  be  reviewed  and  responded 

21  to  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  Final  Environmental  Impact 

22  Statement  will  be  released  to  the  public  for  a 

23  30-day  period  before  a  record  of  decision  is  signed 

24  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  or  their  designee. 

25  The  Record  of  Decision  is  scheduled  to  be  signed  in 
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1  June  of  2014  . 

2  This  concludes  the  explanation  of  both  the 

3  KC-46A  beddown  proposal,  as  well  as  the  NEPA 

4  Process.  I  now  return  the  program  back  to  our 

5  hearing  officer.  Thank  you. 

6  COLONEL  MARK  ALLRED:  Thank  you,  Anne. 

7  The  next  phase  of  our  hearing  involves  one,  the 

8  answering  of  questions  from  the  audience  and  two, 

9  the  opportunity  for  members  of  the  audience  to  make 

10  comments.  Normally  at  this  point  when  we  have  a 

11  number  of  questions  that  have  been  filled  out  we 

12  take  a  break  to  give  our  panel  a  chance  to  look  at 

13  those  questions  and  decide  who  can  best  handle 

14  those  questions.  At  this  point  I  have  not  received 

15  any  cards  of  any  questions  from  anyone  in  the 

16  audience. 

17  Is  there  anyone  who  wishes  to  fill  out  a 

18  question  card  and  does  anyone  have  a  question  for 

19  our  panel?  I  want  to  make  sure  that  everyone  has  an 

20  opportunity  to  do  that.  We  won't  drag  that 

21  particular  phase  out  as  longer  than  is  necessary. 

22  The  next  phase  is  to  give  anyone  who  would 

23  like  to  do  so  the  opportunity  to  make  a  public 

24  comment.  I  do  have  one  card  from  Mr.  Michael 

25  Hartley  from  the  Columbus  Chamber.  Please, 
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1  Mr.  Hartley,  take  your  place  here  and  speak  to  the 

2  audience. 

3  MR.  HARTLEY:  Thank  you  very  much  for  the 

4  opportunity  to  give  public  comment.  First  of  all, 

5  thank  you  for  the  service  of  those  in  this  audience 

6  to  our  country  and  our  community.  One  of  the 

7  things  I  want  to  talk  about  here  is  the  aspect  of 

8  what  you  see,  the  folks  in  attendance,  the 

9  community  support.  When  this  mission  was  announced 

10  and  the  opportunity  for  the  mission  was  announced, 

11  you  saw  here  in  the  Columbus  region  in  central  Ohio 

12  full  community  support.  This  included  local 

13  elected  officials,  state  officials,  congressional 

14  delegation,  all  of  the  Ohio  congressional 

15  delegation  and  both  U.S.  senators. 

16  The  packet  that  we  put  together  included 

17  letters  of  support  from  all  of  those  entities, 

18  included  in  that  also  is  the  business  community. 

19  The  Columbus  Chamber  represents  1,600  businesses, 

20  approximately  a  quarter  of  a  million  employees. 

21  Along  with  the  small  and  medium  size  businesses  you 

22  have  the  Columbus  partnership,  which  represents  the 

23  large  fifty  businesses  in  the  Columbus  region. 

24  We  have  continued  to  work  including  a 

25  January  17th,  briefing  here  at  Rickenbacker  where 
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1  we  brought  the  community  together  with  Senator  Rob 

2  Portman.  We  spent  a  full  day  here  and  learned,  I 

3  think,  A  through  Z  of  what  goes  on  here  at 

4  Rickenbacker . 

5  This  community  and  this  group  is 

6  committed,  regarding  this  mission,  to  help  drive 

7  down  the  cost  of  this  facility.  Also,  we  know  of  no 

8  environmental  obstacles  that  would  prevent  locating 

9  the  KC-46A  here  at  Rickenbacker.  We  fully  believe 

10  that  Rickenbacker  can  serve  this  mission  well.  We 

11  are  committed  if  the  mission  does  come  here,  as  a 

12  community,  to  help  connect  any  active  duty  to 

13  housing  and  other  quality  of  life  accommodations  and 

14  services. 

15  I  will  say  one  final  thing  and  remind 

16  everyone  here  of  the  historical  tradition  of  the 

17  Rickenbacker  Air  Force  Base.  As  you  walk  in  you  see 

18  the  historical  markers.  I  believe  many  folks 

19  believe  that  Eddie  Rickenbacker  would  be  very 

20  pleased  and  feel  it  was  appropriate  for  the  KC-4A's 

21  mission  to  be  here. 

22  With  that  I  appreciate  very  much  and  thank 

23  you  very  much  for  the  time. 

24  COLONEL  MARK  ALLRED:  Thank  you,  sir. 

25  Again,  we  want  to  ensure  that  everyone  has  ample 
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1  opportunity  to  ask  any  questions  or  make  any 

2  comments.  Anyone  else  who  would  like  to  ask  a 

3  question  or  make  any  comment?  Apparently  not. 

4  This  evening's  goal  was  to  provide  you  with  open 

5  communication  and  accurate  information  to  ensure 

6  your  informed  participation  in  the  NEPA  Process.  I 

7  hope  that  we  have  achieved  that  goal.  Please  feel 

8  free  to  visit  the  information  booths  and  ask  any 

9  additional  questions  that  you  may  have  regarding 

10  this  proposed  action.  You  have  an  opportunity 

11  during  the  formal  comment  period  ending  March  24, 

12  2014,  to  provide  written  comments.  Please  stop  by 

13  the  registration  booth  to  get  any  additional 

14  materials  that  you  need.  Thank  you  very  much  and 

15  have  a  good  evening. 

16  (Thereupon,  the  hearing  was  concluded  at 

17  6:32  o'clock  p.m.) 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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1  STATE  OF  OHIO  ) 

2  COUNTY  OF  MONTGOMERY  )  SS :  CERTIFICATE 

3  I,  Wqueana  N.  George,  a  Notary  Public 

4  within  and  for  the  State  of  Ohio,  duly  conunissioned 

5  and  qualified, 

6  DO  HEREBY  CERTIFY  that  the  above-named 

7  hearing,  was  reduced  to  writing  by  me 

8  stenographically  in  the  presence  of  the  parties  and 

9  thereafter  reduced  to  typewriting. 

10  I  FURTHER  CERTIFY  that  I  am  not  a  relative 

11  or  Attorney  of  either  party  nor  in  any  manner 

12  interested  in  the  event  of  this  action. 

13  IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set  my 

14  hand  and  seal  of  office  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  on  this 

15  13th  day  of  March,  2014. 

16 

17 

18 

19  WQUEANA  N.  GEORGE 

NOTARY  PUBLIC,  STATE  OF  OHIO 

20  My  commission  expires  02-15-2015 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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COMMENTERS  ON  THE  DRAET EIS  -  KC-46A  MOB  2  BEDDOWN 


Organization  (Private  Citizen,  etc.) 

Commenter  Name 

Comment 

Number 

Page  #  of 
Comment 
Letter 

U.S.  Senate 

Kelly  Ayotte 

1 

B6-223 

U.S.  Senate 

Jeanne  Shaheen 

1 

B6-223 

Private  Citizen 

Jim  Colbert 

2 

B6-225 

Department  of  Interior,  Offiee  of 
Environmental  Poliey  and  Complianee 

Andrew  Raddant 

3 

B6-226 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Glenn  Helm,  P.E. 

4 

B6-227 

Private  Citizen 

H.R.  Bower 

5 

B6-228 

City  of  Dublin 

Dana  MeDaniel 

6 

B6-229 

City  of  Groveport 

Marsha  Hall 

7 

B6-230 

Newark  City  Mayor 

Jeff  Hall 

8 

B6-231 

City  of  Upper  Arlington 

Theodore  Staton 

9 

B6-232 

Private  Citizen 

Anonymous 

10 

B6-234 

Private  Citizen 

Anonymous 

11 

B6-235 

Private  Citizen 

Robert  Burelli 

12 

B6-236 

Columbus  City  Couneil 

Heareel  Craig 

13 

B6-237 

Private  Citizen 

Marilyn  MeCoy 

14 

B6-239 

Private  Citizen 

Vietor  Wilson 

15 

B6-240 

Private  Citizen 

Kristin  Cruikshank 

16 

B6-241 

Private  Citizen 

Riehard  Emmons 

17 

B6-242 

Fairfield  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Steve  Davis 

18 

B6-243 

Fairfield  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Dave  Levaey 

18 

B6-243 

Fairfield  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Mike  Kiger 

18 

B6-243 

Private  Citizen 

David  Jaekson 

19 

B6-244 

Private  Citizen 

Donald  Kershner 

20 

B6-245 

Private  Citizen 

Joseph  Maehado 

21 

B6-246 

Private  Citizen 

William  MeNeer 

22 

B6-248 

Private  Citizen 

Miehael  Myers 

23 

B6-249 

Private  Citizen 

LtCol  Rex  Mykrantz 

24 

B6-250 

Private  Citizen 

Marlene  Paeker 

25 

B6-251 

Private  Citizen 

Jason  Porter 

26 

B6-252 

Private  Citizen 

Laurenee  Reed 

27 

B6-253 

Columbus-Franklin  County  Finanee 
Authority 

Jean  Carter  Ryan 

28 

B6-254 

Private  Citizen 

Riehard  Shroeder 

29 

B6-256 

Private  Citizen 

Senator  Joe  Ueeker 

30 

B6-257 

Private  Citizen 

Martin  Stires 

31 

B6-258 

Private  Citizen 

Daniel  Snyder 

32 

B6-259 

Private  Citizen 

Pete  Wilkinson 

33 

B6-260 

Private  Citizen 

G.  Taylor 

34 

B6-263 

City  of  Topeka 

Larry  Wolgast 

35 

B6-264 

Governor 

Margaret  Wood  Hassan 

36 

B6-265 

Private  Citizen 

Barbara  N  Hayes 

37 

B6-267 

Private  Citizen 

Naney  Holloway 

38 

B6-268 
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Commenter  Name 

Comment 

Number 

Page  #  of 
Comment 

Letter 

Private  Citizen 

Emmanuel  Kidd 

39 

B6-269 

House  of  Representatives,  New 

Hampshire 

Ann  McLane  Kuster 

40 

B6-270 

Private  Citizen 

Ronald  Douglas  Manuel 

41 

B6-271 

Mayor  of  Canal  Winehester 

Michael  Ebert 

42 

B6-276 

The  New  England  Connell 

James  Brett 

43 

B6-277 

Ohio  Historieal  Society 

Justin  Cook 

44 

B6-278 

Ohio  Task  Force 

Victor  Wilson 

45 

B6-280 

Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum 
Commission 

Douglas  McLearen 

46 

B6-281 

Penobscot  Nation  Tribal  Historic 
Preservation  Office 

Chris  Sockalexis 

47 

B6-283 

Private  Citizen 

Joseph  Pescatello 

48 

B6-284 

Portsmouth  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Doug  Bates 

49 

B6-285 

State  Senator 

Matt  Smith 

50 

B6-286 

U.S.  Senator 

Pat  Roberts 

51 

B6-288 

U.S.  Senator 

Jerry  Moran 

51 

B6-288 

House  of  Representatives,  Kansas 

Lynn  Jenkins 

51 

B6-288 

House  of  Representatives,  Kansas 

Mike  Pompeo 

51 

B6-288 

House  of  Representatives,  Kansas 

Kevin  Yoder 

51 

B6-288 

House  of  Representatives,  Kansas 

Tim  Huelskamp 

51 

B6-288 

Service  Credit  Union 

Gordon  Simmons 

52 

B6-291 

U.S.  Senator 

Jeanne  Shaheen 

53 

B6-296 

Board  of  Commissioners,  Shawnee 

County,  Kansas 

Robert  Archer 

54 

B6-297 

Board  of  Commissioners,  Shawnee 

County,  Kansas 

Kevin  Cook 

54 

B6-297 

Board  of  Commissioners,  Shawnee 

County,  Kansas 

Michele  Buhler 

54 

B6-297 

House  of  Representatives,  New 

Hampshire 

Carol  Shea-Porter 

55 

B6-298 

Private  Citizen 

Robert  Sheppard 

56 

B6-299 

Senator  NH  District  21 

Martha  Fuller  Clark 

57 

B6-301 

Private  Citizen 

Thomas  Gross 

58 

B6-302 

Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Doug  Kinsinger 

59 

B6-303 

Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Neil  Dobler 

59 

B6-303 

WIBW  Channels 

Jim  Ogle,  Jr. 

59 

B6-303 

Fidelity  State  Bank  and  Trust 

Allan  Towle 

59 

B6-303 

Cox  Communications 

Coleen  Jennison 

59 

B6-303 

M-C  Industries,  Inc. 

Karla  Clem 

59 

B6-303 

Payless  Shoe  Source 

Curtis  Sneden 

59 

B6-303 

Premier  Employment  Solutions 

Paul  Bossert 

59 

B6-303 

Capital  Federal 

John  Dicus 

59 

B6-303 

Washburn  University 

Randy  Pembrook 

59 

B6-303 

Express  Employment  Professionals 

Diana  Ramirez 

59 

B6-303 

Jayhawk  File  Express,  EEC 

Cheryl  Creviston 

59 

B6-303 
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Kansas  Medical  Mutual  Insurance 

Company 

Kurt  Scott 

59 

B6-303 

Mickey’s  Promotions 

Michaela  Shaver 

59 

B6-303 

Mars  Chocolate  North  American 

Bret  Spangler 

59 

B6-303 

Frito-Lay,  Inc. 

Allen  Moore 

59 

B6-303 

Dillons/Kroger 

Kim  Svoboda 

59 

B6-303 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Maiy  Knapp 

60 

B6-306 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Region  1 

Curtis  Spalding 

61 

B6-309 

Town  of  Flampton 

Frederick  Welch 

62 

B6-317 

Westar  Energy 

Mark  Rue  lie 

63 

B6-318 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Kansas 
Ecological  Field  Office 

Michele  McNulty  for 

Heather  Whitlaw 

64 

B6-320 

Canal  Winchester  Area  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

Eric  Wymer 

65 

B6-321 

Canal  Winchester  Area  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

Greg  Chamblin 

65 

B6-321 

Canal  Winchester  Area  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

Amanda  Lemke 

65 

B6-321 

City  of  Dublin 

Michael  Keenan 

66 

B6-322 

City  of  Dublin 

Marsha  Grigsby 

66 

B6-322 

Columbus  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Michael  Dalby 

67 

B6-328 

Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority 

Elaine  Roberts 

68 

B6-329 

Destination  Canal  Winchester 

Bruce  Jarvis 

69 

B6-332 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of 
Commissioners 

Marilyn  Brown 

70 

B6-334 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of 
Commissioners 

Paula  Brooks 

70 

B6-334 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of 
Commissioners 

John  O’ Grady 

70 

B6-334 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of 
Commissioners 

Marilyn  Brown 

71 

B6-335 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of 
Commissioners 

Paula  Brooks 

71 

B6-335 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of 
Commissioners 

John  O’ Grady 

71 

B6-335 

Governor 

Sam  Brownback 

72 

B6-336 

Mayor  of  Canal  Winchester 

Michael  Ebert 

73 

B6-337 

Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission 

William  Murdock 

74 

B6-338 

New  Flampshire  Department  of 
Environmental  Services 

Timothy  Drew 

75 

B6-339 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection 

Ruth  Foster 

76 

B6-344 

Ohio  Attorney  General 

Mike  DeWine 

77 

B6-351 

Pickaway  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners 

Jay  Wippel 

78 

B6-352 

Pickaway  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners 

Brian  Stewart 

78 

B6-352 

Pickaway  County  Board  of  County 

Harold  Henson 

78 

B6-352 
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Commissioners 

Great  Bay  Neurosurgical  Associates 

Melvin  Prostkoff,  M.D. 

79 

B6-353 

Southeastern  Franklin  County  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

Robert  Garvin 

80 

B6-355 

State  Senator,  District  16 

Jim  Hughes 

81 

B6-356 

Private  Citizen 

Dr.  Calvin  Taylor 

82 

B6-357 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  New 
England  Field  Office 

Anthony  Tur 

83 

B6-358 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Joshua  Shaffer  for  Jon 
Coleman 

84 

B6-359 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  New 
England  Field  Office 

Thomas  Chapman 

85 

B6-367 

Board  of  Commissioners,  Shawnee 

County,  Kansas 

Robert  Archer 

86 

B6-369 

Board  of  Commissioners,  Shawnee 

County,  Kansas 

Kevin  Cook 

86 

B6-369 

Board  of  Commissioners,  Shawnee 

County,  Kansas 

Michele  Buhler 

86 

B6-369 

Private  Citizen 

Allan  Towle 

87 

B6-371 

Mayor  of  Portsmouth 

Bob  Lister 

88 

B6-373 

Private  Citizen 

Renee  Plummer 

89 

B6-374 

Pease  Development  Authority 

Bill  Hopper 

90 

B6-375 

Private  Citizen 

John  Frink 

91 

B6-376 

Office  of  Senator  Matt  Smith 

Daniel  Alwine 

92 

B6-378 

Columbus  Chamber 

Michael  Hartley 

93 

B6-379 

Ohio  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Jeromy  Applegate 

94 

B6-380 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Pennsylvania  Field  Office 

Lori  Zimmerman 

95 

B6-381 

Tuscarora  Nation 

Bryan  Printup 

96 

B6-385 

New  Jersey  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Jonathan  Kinney 

97 

B6-386 
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4-1 

Glenn  Helm,  P.E. 
Environmental  Specialist 

FAA 

3/3/14 

If  Forbes  Field  is  the  selected  location,  the  project  will  require  formal 
notice  and  review  for  airspace  review  under  Federal  Aviation 
Regulation  (FAR)  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace. 

I  recommend  a  120-day  notification  to  accommodate  the  review  process 
and  issue  our  determination  letter.  Proposals  may  be  filed  with  FAA  at 
httD://oeaaa.faa.aov. 

Although  no  facilities  are 
proposed  that  would  affect 
navigable  airspace,  Forbes 
ANGS  will  comply  with  14 
CFR  Part  77  Objects 
Affecting  Navigable  Airspace, 
as  appropriate,  should  they  be 
selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 
This  has  been  added  to  all 
five  locations  in  the  safety 
sections. 

4-2 

Glenn  Helm,  P.E. 
Environmental  Specialist 

FAA 

3/3/14 

I  encourage  you  to  file  a  request  for  airspace  study  as  quickly  as 
possible  if  and  when  Forbes  Field  is  selected  in  order  to  determine  if 
there  are  any  potential  effects  to  the  airport  from  the  proposed  project. 
Be  sure  to  submit  information  for  any  roads,  objects,  and  temporary 
construction  equipment  (e.g.  cranes). 

More  information  on  this  process  may  be  found  at: 
httn  ://www.  faa.  gov/ aimorts/ central/ engineering/Dart77/ 

Although  no  facilities  are 
proposed  that  would  affect 
navigable  airspace,  Forbes 
ANGS  will  comply  with  14 
CFR  Part  77  Objects 
Affecting  Navigable  Airspace, 
as  appropriate,  should  they  be 
selected  to  host  the  KC-46A. 

36-1 

Margaret  Wood  Hassan, 
Governor 

3/6/14 

The  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  the  ideal  location  for  the  KC-46A 
air  refueling  tankers.  The  base  is  strategically  located  on  the  East  Coast 
of  the  United  States,  translating  to  considerable  time  and  cost  savings 
for  all  eastbound  support  operations.  In  addition,  much  of  the 
infrastructure  needed  to  successfully  implement  the  KC-46A  aircraft  is 
already  in  place  at  Pease.  This  infrastructure  includes  the  longest  Air 
National  Guard  runway  and  parking  ramp  in  the  northeast,  air  traffic 
control,  security  and  customs,  and  fire  protection. 

The  157th  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  the  64th  Air  Refueling  Squadron 
stationed  at  Pease  are  the  best  options  to  support  the  operation  of  the 
new  KC-46  aircraft. 

Bringing  the  KC-46A  air  refueling  tankers  to  Pease  will  also  benefit  our 
Seacoast  communities  and  economy,  bringing  more  jobs  to  the  region 
and  helping  the  base  generate  an  even  greater  positive  economic  impact. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
As  described  in  Section  2.2 
of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  USAF 
strategic  basing  process  used 
several  operational  and  other 
criteria  to  identify  candidate 
and  alternative  bases  for  the 
MOB  2  missions.  The  criteria 
included  1)  runway  of  at  least 
7,000  feet  in  length,  2)  the 
presence  of  an  ANG  Wing  on 
the  installation,  and  3)  the 
installation  had  to  be  located 
in  the  continental  United 
States.  The  EIS  process  is 
focused  on  evaluating  each 
alternative  to  inform  the 
Secretaiy  of  the  Air  Force  on 
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potential  environmental 

impacts  associated  with  each 
base.  The  USAF  considers 
public  comments  in  making 
decisions.  We  appreciate 
your  participation  in  the 
environmental  impact 

analysis  process. 

As  discussed  in  Section 
4.3.10,  under  Alternative  #3, 
the  KC-46A  mission  would 
add  an  additional  171 
military  positions  (increase  in 
115  full-time  positions  and 
56  traditional  Guard 

positions).  Combined  with 
their  approximately  233 
family  members,  this  would 
represent  less  than  0.08 
percent  of  Rockingham 
County. 

41-1 

Ronald  Douglas  Manuel 

3/23/14 

•  The  NAAQS  and  are  below  the  pollutant  emissions  for  the  PSD/de 
minimis  and  are  not  subject  to  this  regulation. 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS  121  ARW  is  already  flying  the  required 
hours/sorties  required  by  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft. 

•  The  maintenance  capability  is  already  in  place  (now  supporting  1 8 
KC-135R’s  and  their  training  commitments)  with  a  full 
maintenance  capability  rate. 

•  There  are  two  runways  that  fully  operational  and  they  are  both  over 

2  miles  long. 

•  The  civilian  version  of  the  aircraft  is  already  flown  by  some  of  our 
ANG  pilots,  this  would  reduce  the  training  needed  for  the  new 
refueling  aircraft  (economies). 

•  The  total  airfield  operations  rate  would  remain  at  about  the  same 
level. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
Sections  3.5.2  and  4.5.2 
discuss  both  baseline  and 
projected  emissions  under 
Alternative  #5.  As  discussed 
in  these  sections,  the  USEPA 
has  classified  the  Columbus 
area,  including  all  of  Franklin 
County,  as  nonattainment  for 
the  O3  and  PM2.5  NAAQS. 
The  region  is  designated 
attainment/unclassified  area 
for  all  other  criteria 
pollutants.  As  such,  they  are 
subject  to  de  minimis 
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•  Rickenbacker  has  fast  delivery  of  parts  when  needed  with 
commercial  carriers  (FedEx  and  UPS,  and  others)  with  around  the 
clock  delivery  and  the  DSCC  and  DFAS  installation  are  just  up  the 
road  from  the  base. 

•  Our  communities  around  the  airfield  are  used  to  the  activity  of  the 
ANG  aircraft.  Some  of  the  people  in  the  towns  don’t  even  now 
there  is  a  tanker  unit  at  Rickenbacker. 

•  As  a  community  we  need  these  new  aircraft  to  continue  the 
extraordinary  conviction  and  integrity  of  the  “troops”  of  the  Ohio 
ANG  to  fly  in  support  of  any  conflict  in  the  world  or  of  these 
United  States. 

•  The  community  would  not  know  of  the  unit’s  activity  during  the 
week  if  not  for  the  reporting  of  the  local  news  outlets.  The  city  of 
Columbus  Chamber  of  Commerce  (who  have  at  least  1600  local 
business  support)  fully  stand  behind  the  unit  acquiring  the  new  KC- 
46A. 

•  The  Ohio  ANG  is  the  most  efficient  and  cost  effective  way  of  using 
these  aircraft  to  their  full  capabilities  in  support  of  US  Air  Force 
missions. 

•  The  towns  around  RANGS  have  a  large  population  of  people  with 
the  technical  expertise  which  will  provide  a  large  base  of  support 
for  new  members  for  the  full-time  force  and  the  added  personnel 
for  the  KC-46A. 

•  Our  unit  and  its  members  and  have  received  many  awards  from  the 
local  communities  and  from  communities  around  the  world  at 
deployed  locations  for  their  support  in  many  missions. 

•  And  the  communities  could  use  the  new  jobs  for  the  new  aircraft  to 
help  support  the  local  economy. 

thresholds.  As  discussed  in 
Section  4.5.2,  projected 
emissions  would  be  expected 
to  be  below  de  minimis 
thresholds.  As  described  in 
Section  2.2  of  the  Draft  EIS, 
the  USAF  strategic  basing 
process  used  several 

operational  and  other  criteria 
to  identify  candidate  and 
alternative  bases  for  the 
MOB  2  missions.  The  criteria 
included  1)  runway  of  at  least 
7,000  feet  in  length,  2)  the 
presence  of  an  ANG  Wing  on 
the  installation,  and  3)  the 
installation  had  to  be  located 
in  the  continental  United 
States.  The  EIS  process  is 
focused  on  evaluating  each 
alternative  to  inform  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  on 
potential  environmental 

impacts  associated  with  each 
base.  The  USAF  considers 
public  comments  in  making 
decisions.  We  appreciate 
your  participation  in  the 
environmental  impact 

analysis  process. 

44-1 

Justin  Cook,  Ohio  Historical 
Society 

3/10/14 

Appendix  B  of  the  Draft  EIS  contains  a  September  12,  2013,  letter  and 
associated  Attachments  1,  2,  and  4  from  Robert  Dogan  of  the  NGB  to 
Lisa  Adkins  of  OHPO  initiating  Section  106  consultation  for  this 
project  and  concluding  that  “a  potential  adverse  effect  to  Hangar  885  (at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS)  may  result  from  this  undertaking.”  A  check  of  the 
database  that  we  use  to  track  Section  1 06-re lated  correspondence 
suggests  that  OHPO  did  not  receive  Mr.  Dogan’ s  September  12,  2013, 
letter. 

Letter  was  resubmitted 
and  Rickenbacker  ANGS  and 
the  Ohio  SHPO  have 
developed  a  Programmatic 
Agreement  stating  that  if 
Rickenbacker  ANGS  is 
selected  to  host  the  MOB  2 
scenario,  further  consultation 
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Please  re-submit  this  correspondence  and  the  associated  attachments  - 
including  Attachment  3  (Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives),  which  was  not  included  in  Appendix  B  of  the  Draft  EIS  - 
so  that  we  can  begin  consultation  intended  to  avoid,  minimize,  or 
mitigate  the  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  that  will  apparently 
result  from  project  implementation. 

would  be  conducted  to 
minimize  and  mitigate 

potential  adverse  effects  to 
these  buildings. 

46-1 

Douglas  McLearen, 
Pennsylvania  Historical  and 
Museum  Commission 

3/10/14 

Based  on  our  survey  files,  which  include  both  archaeological  sites  and 
standing  structures,  and  the  information  you  provided,  it  is  our  opinion 
that  this  project  has  no  potential  to  affect  historic  properties 
[Pittsburgh].  Therefore,  your  responsibility  for  consultation  with  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office  for  this  project  is  complete.  Should 
you  become  aware,  from  any  source,  that  historic  or  archaeological 
properties  are  located  at  or  near  the  project  site,  please  notify  the 
Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation  at  (717)  783-8946. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consistent  with  this  comment. 

47-1 

Chris  Sockalexis,  Penobscot 
Nation  Tribal  Historic 
Preservation  Office 

2/28/14 

The  Penobscot  Nation  would  like  notification  if  there  is  to  be  a 
significant  change  in  the  flight  patterns  and  a  significant  change  in  the 
airspace  that  will  be  utilized  during  these  missions  [Pease]. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action 
there  is  no  significant  change 
in  the  flight  patterns  or  in  the 
airspace  that  will  be  utilized 
during  these  missions.  If  this 
changes,  the  Penobscot 
Nation  will  be  notified. 

47-2 

Chris  Sockalexis,  Penobscot 
Nation  Tribal  Historic 
Preservation  Office 

2/28/14 

The  Penobscot  Nation  concurs  with  the  Cultural  Resources  study  that 
there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  upon  any  Penobscot  cultural  and/or 
historical  interests  within  the  Project  Boundary  of  this  Proposed  Action. 
The  Penobscot  Nation  also  concurs  that  all  other  potential 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  this  Proposed  Action  will  be 
minimal  [Pease]. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consistent  with  this  comment. 

48-1 

Joseph  Pescatello 

3/10/14 

I’m  writing  to  express  my  concern  over  locating  more  refueling  tankers 
at  Pease  ANG  base  in  New  Hampshire.  Pease  is  nestled  squarely  in  a 
highly  residential  area  and  residents  for  miles  around  already  suffer  the 
effects  of  regular  jet  traffic  from  the  existing  KC-135s  stationed  there. 

Our  homes,  schools,  parks,  churches,  etc.  already  have  to  live  with 
unhealthy  noise  at  all  hours,  seven-days-a-week.  The  smell  of  jet  fuel  is 
overwhelming  at  times  in  neighborhoods  around  the  base.  There  is  also 
a  wildlife  sanctuary  located,  literally,  at  the  end  of  the  runway  at  Pease. 

Analysis  has  indicated  that 
there  would  be  no  significant 
environmental  impacts 

associated  with  the  proposed 
beddown  at  Pease  ANGS. 

Acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL 
(and  greater)  noise  contour 
would  increase  by  135  acres. 
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I’m  very  afraid  that  adding  more  tankers  will  have  a  terrible  effeet  on 
the  environment  for  both  the  people  and  animals  who  live  here. 

This  area  is  a  quiet  enclave  in  a  pristine  area  on  the  New  England 
seacoast.  As  a  long-term  resident,  I  urge  you  to  please  consider  other 
locations  for  the  new  tankers  and  leave  the  New  Hampshire  seacoast  as 
it  is. 

Of  this  increase  in  acreage,  4 
acres  would  be  off  airport- 
controlled  property. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  species 
from  operational  noise  would 
be  expected  to  be  minor  due  to 
the  slight  increase  in  noise  and 
the  temporary  nature  of 
consfruction.  Impacts  to  state 
listed  species  would  be  minor. 
No  federally  listed  species  or 
critical  habitat  is  known  to 
occur  on  Portsmouth  LAP; 
therefore,  there  would  be  no 
impacts  to  federally  listed 
species. 

50-1 

Matt  Smith,  State  Senator 

3/24/14 

In  fact,  the  draft  finds  there  will  be  a  decrease  in  noise  disturbance  and 
the  existing  facilities  for  fire  response  and  crash  recovery  meet  the 
KC-46A  beddown  requirements  [Pittsburgh]. 

The  draft  EIS  also  notes  the  171st  has  recently  completed  their  53rd 
consecutive  year  and  over  230,000  flying  hours  without  a  Class-A 
mishap.  These  factors  make  the  171st  a  strong  candidate  for  selection  to 
house  the  KC-46A.  As  you  consider  the  viability  of  this  site,  I  also 
encourage  you  to  consider  the  financial  and  operational  advantages  and 
efficiencies  that  make  the  171st  uniquely  suited  to  serve  as  the  MOB  2 
of  the  new  KC-  46A  tanker  fleet.  It  is  my  understanding  the  171st  was 
chosen  to  be  one  of  five  alternative  locations  based  on  several  criteria, 
including,  but  not  limited  to:  its  strategic  location  within  a  90  minute 
flight  time  to  70%  of  the  U.S.  population  which  also  covers  six  FEMA 
Regions,  and  its  collaboration  with  the  Pittsburgh  International  Airport, 
which  provides  the  unit  with  access  to  four  runways,  inexpensive 
service  agreements  with  ACAA  fire  and  rescue  operations,  world-class 
snow  removal  operations,  and  around-the-clock  tower  support  with  no 
air  traffic  restrictions.  This  cost  savings  agreement,  in  addition  to  the 
nominal  infrastructure  expenses  required  to  convert  existing  facilities  to 
accommodate  new  KC-46A  tankers,  can  save  the  USAF  millions  in 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
Section  3. 4.3. 2  discusses 
Class  A  mishaps  and 
confirms  this  record. 

The  current  FAR  Part  150 
data  identified  321,436  total 
aircraft  operations  that 

occurred  at  Pittsburgh  LAP 
during  the  12-month  period 
ending  March  2006.  Per  the 
request  of  the  ACAA,  the 
current  approved  and 

published  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility  Program 
Update  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  is 
used  as  the  baseline  for  this 
analysis. 

As  shown  in  Section  4. 4. 1.1, 
under  Alternative  #4,  the 
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DNL  noise  eontours  would 
deerease  slightly  in  the  areas 
of  arrivals  and  departures 
from  the  DNL  baseline 
eontours  beeause  of  fewer 
KC-46A  airfield  operations 
than  depleted  in  the  approved 
FAR  Part  150  and  the 
KC-46A  is  generally  a 
quieter  aireraft  (5  dB  quieter 
on  landing  and  1  dB  louder 
on  take-off)  than  the  KC-135. 

As  deseribed  in  Seetion  2.2 
of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  USAF 
strategie  basing  proeess  used 
several  operational  and  other 
eriteria  to  identify  eandidate 
and  alternative  bases  for  the 
MOB  2  missions.  The  eriteria 
ineluded  1)  runway  of  at  least 
7,000  feet  in  length,  2)  the 
presenee  of  an  ANG  Wing  on 
the  installation,  and  3)  the 
installation  had  to  be  loeated 
in  the  eontinental  United 
States.  The  EIS  proeess  is 
foeused  on  evaluating  eaeh 
alternative  to  inform  the 
Seeretary  of  the  Air  Foree  on 
potential  environmental 
impaets  assoeiated  with  eaeh 
base.  The  USAF  eonsiders 
publie  eomments  in  making 
deeisions.  We  appreeiate 
your  partieipation  in  the 
environmental_ impaet 
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analysis  process. 

54-1 

Robert  Archer,  Kevin  Cook, 
and  Michele  Buhler,  Board 
of  Commissioners,  Shawnee 
County,  Kansas 

3/3/14 

Forbes  Field  has  excellent  facilities  and  would  easily  house  the  KC-46A 
and  additional  Airmen. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
As  described  in  Section  2.2 
of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  USAF 
strategic  basing  process  used 
several  operational  and  other 
criteria  to  identify  candidate 
and  alternative  bases  for  the 
MOB  2  missions.  The  criteria 
included  1)  runway  of  at  least 
7,000  feet  in  length,  2)  the 
presence  of  an  ANG  Wing  on 
the  installation,  and  3)  the 
installation  had  to  be  located 
in  the  continental  United 
States.  The  EIS  process  is 
focused  on  evaluating  each 
alternative  to  inform  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  on 
potential  environmental 

impacts  associated  with  each 
base.  The  USAF  considers 
public  comments  in  making 
decisions.  We  appreciate 
your  participation  in  the 
environmental  impact 

analysis  process. 

56-1 

Robert  Sheppard 

3/12/14 

According  to  the  USAF  Environmental  Impact  Study,  the  NHANGS  is 
currently  responsible  for  16%  of  flight  operations  at  Pease  International 
Airport  (lAP).  Living  roughly  four  miles  from  the  runway  I  am 
occasionally  aware  of  the  noise  from  circling  air  tankers  while  working 
around  my  yard,  though  appreciative  of  the  airport  restrictions,  which 
limit  low  approaches  or  touch-and-go’s  between  11pm  and  Tam,  and 
before  noon  on  Sundays.  At  least  in  this  neighborhood  NNE  of  the 
runway’s  mid-point  we  notice  much  higher  levels  of  noise  from  news 
media  helicopters  and  corporate  jets  than  military  aircraft.  It  is  my 
understanding,  the  KC-46A  replacement  aircraft  will  operate  at  or 
below  current  noise  levels  of  the  current  air  tanker. 

The  current  FAR  Part  150 
data  identified  321,436  total 
aircraft  operations  that 

occurred  at  Pittsburgh  LAP 
during  the  12-month  period 
ending  March  2006.  Per  the 
request  of  the  ACAA,  the 
current  approved  and 

published  FAR  Part  150 
Noise  Compatibility  Program 
Update  for  Pittsburgh  lAP  is 
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used  as  the  baseline  for  this 
analysis. 

56-2 

Robert  Sheppard 

3/12/14 

Professionally  I  work  with  corporations  to  reduce  their  reliance  on 
fossil  fuels,  decreasing  the  impact  on  climate  change.  The  proposal  to 
replace  the  existing  fleet  of  eight  KC-135’s  and  1  backup  with  the 
newest  generation  of  air  tanker  is  a  positive  step  from  an  environmental 
standpoint.  The  US  Environmental  Protection  Administration  recently 
designated  South  East  region  of  NH  as  an  air-quality  attainment  area. 
This  represents  a  positive  improvement  in  terms  of  ozone  due  to  a 
number  of  factors  including  a  more  comprehensive  focus  on  energy 
efficiency  at  both  the  state  and  local  level. 

Employing  an  aircraft  that  consumes  less  fuel  at  and  assuming  the 
current  level  of  6,140  annual  field  operations  as  stated  in  the  EIS,  the 
NH  ANGS  should  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  region’s  air 
quality  or  sensitive  environmental  places.  Thirty-four  percent  of  the 
area  adjoining  lAP  consists  water;  the  Piscataqua-Salmon  Falls  River 
Watershed,  Great  and  Little  Bays,  Portsmouth  Harbor  and  the  Atlantic 
Ocean.  The  statistics  mention  the  157  ARW  has  not  suffered  a  major 
mishap  in  a  decade,  reported  just  three  emergency  fuel  jettisons  2011- 
2012,  and  fewer  than  20  BASH  collisions  per  year,  all  well  within 
acceptable  standards  for  a  military  unit  flying  in  close  proximity  to  a 
developed  area. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
Section  3.3.2  attainment 
status  for  the  ROT  The 
USEPA  had  previously 
classified  the  Boston- 

Manchester-Portsmouth  area 
as  a  moderate  nonattainment 
area  for  the  1997  O3  standard. 
On  January  31,  2013,  the 
USEPA  formally 

redesignated  southeastern 

New  Hampshire  as  an 
attainment  area  for  the  1997 
O3  standard.  The  region  is 
therefore  considered  a 

maintenance  area  for  O3.  The 
region  is  designated 

attainment/unclassified  area 
for  all  other  criteria 

pollutants. 

Section  3.3.3  confirms  these 
BASH  and  fuel  jettison 
statistics  for  the  157  ARW. 

56-3 

Robert  Sheppard 

3/12/14 

My  only  concern  is  that  the  EIS  provides  an  incomplete  picture  of  the 
NHANG’s  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  data  included  in  the  report 
(3-82)  includes  Rockingham  County,  the  town  of  Newington,  City  of 
Portsmouth  and  NH  in  terms  of  education,  employment,  housing  and 
population.  The  next  section  goes  on  to  list  the  Portsmouth  Naval 
Shipyard  and  the  UA  Local  488  Marine  Pipefitters  union,  as  two  of  the 
area’s  four  principal  employers.  However,  both  of  those  entities  are 
located  just  across  the  state  line  in  Kittery,  Maine.  As  a  resident  of  this 
region  since  1984,  I  believe  that  a  more  accurate  assessment  would 
include  York  County  Maine,  Eliot,  Kittery  and  York,  ME  since  many  of 
the  NHANG  employees  actually  reside  on  this  side  of  the  border. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  increase  in  personnel 
would  be  minimal,  and  it  is 
expected  that  many,  if  not  a 
majority  of  the  individuals 
would  be  already  living  in  the 
vicinity.  Therefore,  having 
the  smaller  region  of 
influence  around  the 

installation  was  deemed  to 
provide  accurate  results. 
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shopping  in  our  stores,  and  sending  their  children  to  our  schools.  While 
one  might  find  this  a  minor  point,  the  impact  of  the  157*  operations  on 
the  entire  region  does  come  into  play  in  the  event  of  a  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  process,  which  may  draw  from  previous 
government  documents.  For  this  reason,  I  would  encourage  the  USAF 
to  included  expanded  commentary  in  the  appropriate  section  of  the  final 
EIS. 

61-1 

Curtis  Spalding,  USEPA, 
Region  1 

3/24/14 

Miscellaneous 

Although  the  DEIS  had  a  Glossary,  many  of  the  acronyms  were  not 
listed.  A  complete  list  of  acronyms  used  should  be  provided  in  the 
FEIS. 

A  list  of  acronyms  is  listed  at 
the  beginning  of  the 
document.  The  glossary 
includes  definitions  of  select 
words. 

61-2 

Curtis  Spalding,  USEPA, 
Region  1 

3/24/14 

Pease  ANGS  Alternative 

Air  Quality— General  Conformity 

The  Pease  ANGS  site  is  not  subject  to  General  Conformity  for  the  2008 
eight-hour  ozone  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  (NAAQS,  the 
2008  ozone  standard),  as  all  of  New  Hampshire  has  been  designated 
unclassifiable/attainment  for  the  2008  ozone  standard.  However,  the 
General  Conformity  requirements  currently  remain  in  place  for  the  1997 
eight-hour  ozone  NAAQS  for  the  Boston-Manchester-Portsmouth  (SE) 
NH  area.  On  June  6,  2013  (78  FR  34178),  EPA  published  its  proposed 
rule  for  “Implementation  of  the  2008  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  for  Ozone:  State  Implementation  Plan  Requirements,  ”  where 
EPA  proposed  revocation  of  the  1997  ozone  standard.  EPA  has  not  yet 
finalized  this  regulation. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consistent  with  this  comment. 

EPA  approved  redesignation  of  the  Boston-Manchester-Portsmouth 
(SE),  New  Hampshire  moderate  8-hour  ozone  nonattainment  area  to 
attainment  for  the  1997  eight  hour  ozone  NAAQS  and  the  initial  10- 
year  ozone  maintenance  plan  for  this  area  on  Thursday,  January  31, 
2013;  (78  FR  6741).  We  point  out  that  the  Boston-Manchester 
Portsmouth  (SE),  NH  maintenance  area  is  within  the  Ozone  Transport 
Region.  As  such.  General  Conformity  regulations  establish  applicability 
rates  for  ozone  maintenance  areas  inside  an  ozone  transport  region  as 
equal  to  or  exceeding  the  rate  of  100  tons  per  year  of  nitrogen  oxides 
(NOx)  and/or  50  tons  per  year  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs) 
see  40  CFR  §93. 153(b)(2). 
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Applicability  rates  are  based  on  the  total  of  direct  and  indirect  emissions 
of  the  criteria  pollutant  or  precursor  in  a  nonattainment  or  maintenance 
area  caused  by  a  Federal  action.  The  annual  operational  emissions  that 
would  result  from  KC-46A  operations  at  Pease  ANGS  is  calculated  at 
158.92  tons  of  NOx  and  16.93  tons  of  VOC  as  stated  in  Table  4. 3. 2-1 
“Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 
157  ARW,”  on  page  4-66  of  the  Draft  EIS  (also  Table  3.3-2  on  page  02- 
5).  However,  concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC-46A,  twelve 
existing  KC-135  aircraft  would  be  retired  out  of  the  Air  National  Guard 
fleet.  The  net  annual  emissions  from  the  proposed  Pease  ANGS 
Alternative  are  calculated  at  83.60  tons  of  NOx  and  13.31  tons  of  VOC. 
We  concur  with  the  DEIS  that  the  annual  level  of  NOx  and  VOC  from 
the  Pease  ANGS  Alternative  are  below  the  General  Conformity 
applicability  rate  of  1  00  tons  per  year  of  NOx  and  50  tons  per  year  of 
VOC.  Therefore,  General  Conformity  is  not  triggered. 

61-3 

Curtis  Spalding,  USEPA, 
Region  1 

3/24/14 

Stormwater 

The  project  will  require  coverage  under  a  National  Pollution  Discharge 
Elimination  System  (NPDES)  construction  general  permit  (CGP)  for 
land  disturbance  of  one  or  more  acres  of  land.  If  this  threshold  is 
surpassed,  the  Pease  ANGS  would  need  to  submit  a  Notice  of  Intent  and 
obtain  coverage  under  the  COP  and  develop  and  implement  a 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  plan  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 
most  recently  issued  CGP. 

The  CGP  is  available  at:  http://www.epa.gov/nDdes/Dubs/cgp2012 
finalpermit.pdf.  Additional  information  is  available  at: 

httD://cfDub.eDa.gov/nDdes/stormwater/cgD.cfm. 

The  completed  project  may  also  be  subject  to  the  multi-sector  general 
permit  for  storm  water  discharges  associated  with  industrial  activity  - 
air  transportation  sector.  Moreover,  if  any  dewatering  needs  to  occur  for 
project  constmction,  the  project  may  also  be  subject  to  the  remediation 
general  perniit  if  there  is  dewatering  discharge.  The  FEIS  should 
discuss  these  various  perniit  requirements  and  the  steps  the  Air  Force 
will  take  to  ensure  compliance  with  stormwater  discharge  regulations. 

Since  this  is  federal  facility  the  project  should  be  designed  and  operated 

Section  5. 1.2. 4  and  Chapter  4 
Soils  and  Water  Section 
discusses  NPDES  and  EISA 
requirements. 
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in  a  manner  eonsistent  with  Seetion  438  of  the  Energy  Independenee 
and  Seeurity  Aet,  whieh  provides:  “The  sponsor  of  any  development  or 
redevelopment  projeet  involving  a  federal  faeility  with  a  footprint  that 
exeeeds  5,000  square  feet  shall  use  site  planning,  design,  eonstruetion, 
and  maintenanee  strategies  for  the  property  to  maintain  or  restore  to  the 
maximum  extent  teehnieally  feasible,  the  predevelopment  hydrology  of 
the  property  with  regard  to  the  temperature,  rate,  volume,  and  duration 
of  flow.”  42  U.S.C.  §  17094.  Additional  guidance  is  available  at: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/NPS/lid/section438/. 

61-4 

Curtis  Spalding,  USEPA, 
Region  1 

3/24/14 

Water  Supply 

The  DEIS  does  not  describe  or  acknowledge  a  drinking  water  supply 
well  called  the  Pease  Trade  Port  Haven  Well  [EPA  ID#1  951020-002] 
operated  by  the  Portsmouth  Water  Works.  The  proposed  installation  lies 
within  the  well’s  source  water  protection  area  (SWPA).  This  gravel- 
packed  supply  well  is  approximately  4,200  feet  south  of  the  proposed 
facility.  The  FEIS  should  be  updated  to  include  this  water  supply 
resource. 

The  DEIS  should  include  the  latest  raw  water  quality  analyses  for  the 
Pease  Trade  Port  Haven  Well  (i.e.,  inorganics,  VOCs,  SOCs,  PAHs, 
etc.)  from  the  Portsmouth  Water  Works  to  describe  current  ground 
water  quality  under  the  proposed  installation  location.  This  will  provide 
a  basis  for  a  comparison  of  future  potential  drinking  water  impacts,  if 
any,  from  KC-46A  activities.  In  addition,  any  nearby  monitoring  wells 
should  be  sampled  for  the  same  constituents.  The  DEIS’  description  of 
ground  water  impacts  (page  4-74)  mentions  only  a  0.5  acre  increase  in 
impervious  surface  from  the  project.  No  mention  whatsoever  is  made  of 
ground  water  quality. 

The  fate  and  transport  of  storni  water,  deicing  chemicals  or  fire-fighting 
agents  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  installation  are  not  clear  in  the 
document.  The  FEIS  should  describe  the  present  composition  of  storm 
water  runoff;  and  what,  if  any,  changes  in  impacts  will  occur  to  surface 
or  ground  waters  from  the  new  facility  construction  and  operation. 

There  would  be  no  change  to 
management  of  stormwater 
and  no  changes  to  water 
quality  of  surface  or 
groundwater  is  expected  as  a 
result  of  the  Proposed  Action. 
Added  the  following  to  the 
Pease  Chapter  3  groundwater 
section:  The  primary  water 
sources  for  the  Pease 
International  Tradeport  are 
three  wells  operated  by 
Portsmouth  waterworks; 

Haven,  Smith,  and  Harrison 
wells  (City  of  Portsmouth 
2010). 

61-5 

Curtis  Spalding,  USEPA, 
Region  1 

3/24/14 

Pittsburgh  ANGS  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

The  DEIS  (page  3-105)  notes,  “Nineteen  ASTs  occur  on  the  171  AR  W 
installation  and  are  used  to  store  diesel,  jet  fuel,  motor  gasoline. 

Nothing  would  change  with 
respect  to  ASTs  (what  is 
stored,  what  amount  is  stored, 
etc.);  therefore,  no  further 
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aqueous  film  forming  foam,  potassium  acetate,  developer,  dye 

discussion  or  identification  of 

penetrant,  emulsifier,  and  rinse  solution.”  The  location  of  the  ASTs  is 

locations  of  them  is 

not  shown  on  the  site.  The  FEIS  should  provide  a  map  that  depicts  the 

warranted. 

location  of  the  ASTs  in  relation  to  the  proposed  facility  construction. 
The  safety  measures  integrated  into  the  AST  should  also  be  discussed. 

Have  added  the  following 
language  that  is  currently  in 

The  DEIS  (page  5-27)  notes,  “Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of 

Chapter  4  Hazmat  sections 

flying  hours  for  the  171  ARW  would  increase  approximately  34 

also  to  Chapter  5  sections 

percent;  therefore,  throughput  of  petroleum  substances  and  hazardous 

“Hazardous  waste  generation 

waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  increase  commensurately.”  The 

(e.g.,  used  oil,  used  filters. 

FEIS  should  discuss  if  the  current  hazardous  waste  management 

oily  rags,  etc.)  would 

systems  can  handle  and  treat  increased  hazardous  waste  and  if 

continue  to  be  managed  in 

additional  options  have  been  considered  for  incorporation  to  respond  to 

accordance  with  the 

the  projected  increase. 

installation’s  Hazardous 

Waste  Management  Plan  and 

The  Pittsburgh  lAP  relies  on  two  in-stream  treatment  ponds  to  treat 

all  applicable  federal,  state. 

deicing  wash.  The  ANG  should  consider  upgrading  its  deicing  facility 

and  local  regulations. 

to  meet  current  standards. 

Additionally,  no  changes  to 
the  installation’s  small 

The  DEIS  (page  3-106)  notes,  “Hazardous  wastes  initially  accumulated 

quantity  generator  status 

at  a  SAP  are  accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being 

would  be  expected  to  occur 

transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.”  “The  installation  CAP  is  located  in 

due  to  the  increase  in 

Building  501/502  (171  ARW  2009,  Tower  2013b).”  Building  501/502 

hazardous  waste  generation 

is  not  identified  on  a  map  in  the  DEIS.  The  FEIS  should  explain 
whether  these  buildings  are  within  the  study  area,  depict  them  on  a  map 

from  aircraft  operations.” 

and  discuss  safety  procedures  incorporated  into  the  building  design.  The 

Upgrading  the  deicing  facility 

FEIS  should  also  describe  the  approximate  increase  in  waste  generated 

is  not  a  part  of  the  proposed 

as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  if  the  buildings  would  have  the 

action,  and  as  such  is  not 

capacity  to  handle  the  additional  waste. 

discussed  in  this  EIS. 

The  DEIS  (page  3-106)  notes,  “OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels. 

These  buildings  are  not 

sand,  and  grease  from  wastewater  and  to  prevent  contaminants  from 

located  within  the  area  of 

entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems.  Fifteen 

construction  and  therefore  are 

OWSs  are  located  on  the  171  ARW  installation.  These  OWSs  primarily 

not  shown  on  the  areal  extent 

receive  discharge  from  floor  drains  in  maintenance  area  (171  ARW 
2012c).”  The  FEIS  should  provide  the  location  of  the  fifteen  OWSs 

of  the  map. 

located  on  the  171  ARW  installation  and  describe  whether  more  are 

Should  additional  OWSs  or 
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neeessary  to  eompensate  for  the  proposed  action  and/or  to  control  waste 
from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater  drainage  systems. 

The  DEIS  (pages  3-106  and  3-107)  identifies  three  closed  ERP  sites  and 
two  closed  Areas  of  Concern  (AOC)  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  The 
DEIS  did  not  discuss  if  contaminated  soils  were  removed  if 
groundwater  is  being  treated  and  whether  these  areas  are  subject  to  land 
control  restrictions.  Since  the  Proposed  Action  can  occur  on  or  in 
proximity  to  existing  ERP  sites  and  AOCs,  this  information  and  how 
the  proposed  action  may  affect  them,  is  critical  to  assessing 
environmental  impacts  and  should  be  provided  in  the  FEIS. 

stormwater  drainage  systems 
be  necessary,  these  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  designs; 
however  the  designs  have  not 
been  finalized  yet.  They 
would  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  each 

installation’s  hazardous  waste 
and  stormwater  management 
plans. 

See  Section  4.4.9. 3,  which 
says  “This  site  is  closed  and 
was  a  POL  storage  area  and 
fuel  hydrant  system  for  JP-4 
fuel.  Soil  and  groundwater 
sampling  performed  at  this 
site  did  not  reveal 

contaminants  of  concern 
above  PADEP  guidelines.” 

61-6 

Curtis  Spalding,  USEPA, 
Region  1 

3/24/14 

Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

The  DEIS  (page  3-1 10)  discusses  minority  and  low-income  populations 
as  well  as  children  under  the  age  of  18  living  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Pittsburgh  ANGS.  However,  the  FEIS  should  identify  census  tracts  and 
blocks  depicting  these  populations  on  a  map  to  show  possible  impacts 
and  support  text  and  tables  provided. 

Comment  noted.  GIS  for 
census  tracts  and  blocks  from 
the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  were 
used  to  analyzed  low-income 
and  minority  populations 
within  the  vicinity  of 
Pittsburgh  ANGS.  However, 
this  was  considered 

unnecessary  for  analysis  to 
depict  on  maps  in  the  EIS  as 
the  maps  created  would  be 
cluttered  and  difficult  to  read. 

61-7 

Curtis  Spalding,  USEPA, 
Region  1 

3/24/14 

Aircraft  Noise 

The  DEIS  (page  4-89)  notes,  “Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A 
would  continue  to  practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures 
in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or  descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
airfield.”  “This  procedure  is  currently  being  flown  with  the  KC-135; 
however  most  tactical  procedures  would  be  accomplished  in  the 

There  is  no  change  to  the 
type  of  operations  that  would 
occur  at  the  Pittsburgh 
airfield.  A  maximum  of  8,040 
training  hours  (non¬ 
simulator)  have  been 
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simulator  and  at  the  other  locations  away  from  Pittsburgh  ZAP.”  The 
FEIS  should  estimate  the  number  of  tactical  procedures  to  take  place  in 
the  simulator  versus  other  locations  and  identify  the  other  locations 
where  this  training  will  occur  and  associated  impacts. 

evaluated.  Additional 

operations  practiced  in  the 
simulator  are  non-essential  to 
the  environmental  analysis. 

68-1 

Elaine  Roberts,  Columbus 
Regional  Airport  Authority 

1/24/14 

The  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  is  well  located  to  provide 
responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand  for  aerial  refueling  in  the 
eastern  United  States,  particularly  the  heavy  concentration  of  fighter 
and  cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states.  Rickenbacker  AGS  is  well 
positioned  to  accept  12  KC-46A  aircraft,  with  the  base’s  infrastmcture 
currently  supporting  18  KC-135R  aircraft.  Rickenbacker  also  offers  a 
total  logistics  platform,  all-weather  navigation,  a  Foreign-trade  zone, 
and  U.S.  Customs  and  Border  Protection  on  site.  CRAA  maintains  all 
runways,  taxiways  and  navigational  aids. 

Additionally,  the  facility  stands  out  for  its  existing  infrastructure, 
offering  not  just  one,  but  two  runways  meeting  the  criteria  identified  in 
your  sourcing  document. 

We  know  you  will  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  our  Region  and  compare  us 
against  other  competitors  to  ensure  the  best  choice  for  your  people,  your 
aircraft  and  your  mission. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
As  described  in  Section  2.2 
of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  USAF 
strategic  basing  process  used 
several  operational  and  other 
criteria  to  identify  candidate 
and  alternative  bases  for  the 
MOB  2  missions.  The  criteria 
included  1)  runway  of  at  least 
7,000  feet  in  length,  2)  the 
presence  of  an  ANG  Wing  on 
the  installation,  and  3)  the 
installation  had  to  be  located 
in  the  continental  United 
States.  The  EIS  process  is 
focused  on  evaluating  each 
alternative  to  inform  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  on 
potential  environmental 

impacts  associated  with  each 
base.  The  USAF  considers 
public  comments  in  making 
decisions.  We  appreciate 
your  participation  in  the 
environmental  impact 

analysis  process. 

76-1 

Ruth  Foster,  NJ  Department 
of  Environmental  Protection 

3/24/14 

The  Historic  Preservation  Office  (HPO)  received  the  above  document 
for  review  directly  from  the  National  Guard  Bureau.  As  stated  in  the 
EIS  document,  the  HPO  previously  reviewed  the  proposed  undertaking 
pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  Our 
office  concurred  with  the  finding  that  there  are  no  historic  properties 
affected  by  the  proposed  activity  at  Joint  Base  McGuire -Dix-Lakehurst. 
A  copy  of  our  review  letter  (HPO- 120 13 -045)  is  attached  for  your 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consistent  with  this  comment. 
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reference. 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  the  opportunity  for  review  and 
comment  on  the  submitted  documentation.  If  you  have  any  questions, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me.  If  additional  consultation  is 
required  for  this  undertaking,  please  reference  the  HPO  project#  13- 
1101  in  any  future  calls,  emails,  or  written  correspondence  in  order  to 
expedite  our  review  and  response. 

76-2 

Ruth  Foster,  NJ  Department 
of  Environmental  Protection 

3/24/14 

The  NJ  Division  of  Fish  &  Wildlife  (DFW)  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  provide  comment  for  the  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EIS’s) 
being  prepared  for  the  MOB  1/FTU  1  and  MOB  2  aircraft  beddowns. 
The  NJ  DFW  feels  that  the  proposed  facility  additions,  new  impervious 
surface  areas  and  changes  to  the  existing  fueling  infrastructure  shown  in 
the  “Final  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air 
National  Guard  Installations  Main  Operating  Base  2”  should  have  little 
to  no  effect  on  the  known  nesting  area  of  the  Upland  Sandpipers, 
Grasshopper  Sparrows  and  Savannah  Sparrows  near  the  center  of  the 
runways  at  McGuire  AFB. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consistent  with  this  comment. 

76-3 

Ruth  Foster,  NJ  Department 
of  Environmental  Protection 

3/24/14 

In  the  EIS,  a  description  of  other  larger  aircraft  with  similar  engines 
using  the  same  runways  would  be  helpful  in  determining  whether  or  not 
the  replacement  of  the  existing  KC-135  aerial  refueling  fleet  with  the 
KC-46A  would  have  any  effect  on  the  T  &E  species  present  [JB  MDL]. 

As  stated  in  Appendix  A, 
Section  A.  1.2.1  Actual  noise 
measurements  for  the  KC- 
46A  have  not  been  obtained. 
Therefore,  the  USAF 

developed  a  set  of  noise  data 
that  can  be  used  as  a 
substitute  for  the  KC-46A 
until  such  time  as  actual  noise 
data  becomes  available.  This 
data  is  not  available  in  the 
INM  program;  therefore,  the 
B767-300  was  used  as  a 
substitute  aircraft  at  civilian 
airports.  Based  on  this 
substitute  data,  on  a  one-to- 
one  basis,  the  KC-46A  is 
slightly  quieter  than  both  the 
KC-135  andB767-300. 
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Analysis  in  the  DEIS  has 
found  that  there  would  be  no 
impacts  to  T&E  species  at 
any  of  the  locations. 

76-4 

Ruth  Foster,  NJ  Department 
of  Environmental  Protection 

3/24/14 

As  shown  in  Table  ES-2.  Summary  of  Impacts,  under  “JB  MDL”: 
“Acreage  within  the  65  dB  DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would 
increase  by  1,831  acres.”  The  DFW  would  like  to  know  what  the  noise 
level  is  now  and  exactly  what  the  change  in  noise  level  would  be.  A 
study  by  Erin  Ft.  Strasser  and  Julie  A.  Heath,  Reproductive  failure  of  a 
human-tolerant  species,  the  American  kestrel,  is  associated  with  stress 
and  human  disturbance,  suggests  that  “cavity  nesting  birds,  such  as 
kestrels,  who  inhabit  noisy  environments  may  compensate  for  decreased 
auditory  cues  by  increasing  vigilance  behavior,  such  as  visual  scans 
from  the  nest  entrance  or  flushing  from  the  nest,  leading  to  changes  in 
energy  allocation  or  extended  periods  away  from  the  nest  during 
incubation.  This  behavior  appears  to  be  followed,  at  a  high  rate,  by  nest 
abandonment.”  The  DFW  would  be  concerned  with  how  this  may  relate 
to  the  species  nesting  within  the  air  field. 

The  Strasser  and  Heath  study 
indicates  that  Kestrel  nest 
success  is  lower  in  areas  with 
greater  human  disturbance 
(not  necessarily  noise);  and 
that  disturbance  (as  identified 
in  the  study)  was  related  to 
the  proximity  of  roads;  actual 
noise  near  the  nests  was  not 
measured.  Operational  noise 
levels  under  Alternative  #2 
would  be  expected  to 
increase  slightly  from 

baseline  with  the  conversion 
to  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  As 
shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table 
A.  1 .2-2  provides 

representative  SELs, 

indicating  that  the  SEE  for 
individual  landings  by  the 
KC-46A  would  be  5  dB  less 
than  with  the  KC-135,  while 
take-offs  would  be  1  dB 
greater  than  the  KC- 
135.  Under  Alternative  #2, 
only  the  number  of  aircraft 
operations  would  change; 
there  would  be  no  change  in 
where  or  when  individual 
aircraft  operate.  Flights 

would  be  scheduled  for 
similar  time  periods  as 
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currently  flown  during  the 
morning  and  afternoons,  with 
approximately  4  percent  of 
flights  occurring  during 

environmental  night  (after  10 
p.m.  and  before  7  a.m.).  An 
additional  419  acres  of  land 
off  the  airport  property  would 
be  exposed  to  DNL  between 
65  dB  and  70  dB.  However, 
since  ambient  noise  levels 
within  the  vicinity  are 

relatively  high  under  existing 
conditions,  the  proposed 
action  under  Alternative  #2 
would  be  unlikely  to 

substantially  increase  enough 
to  preclude  wildlife  from 
utilizing  the  area  as  they 
currently  do. 

A  reference  to  the  Strasser 
and  Heath  study  has  been 
incorporated. 

83-1 

Anthony  Tur,  USFWS  New 
England  Field  Offiee 

4/1/14 

As  stated  in  the  draft  EIS  Section  3. 3. 5. 3  (pg.  3-74),  dated  February 
2014,  there  are  no  known  occurrences  of  federally  listed  or  candidate 
species  within  the  vicinity  of  the  157  ARW  installation.  Consequently,  I 
have  no  information  to  justify  the  need  for  further  consultation 
regarding  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consistent  with  this  comment. 

84-1 

Joshua  Shaffer  for  Jon 
Coleman,  USAGE 

3/25/14 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  regulates  earth  moving  activities 
within  streams  or  wetlands.  This  includes  any  placement  of  fdl  material, 
temporary  or  pemianent.  If  you  are  proposing  a  new  project  that  entails 
the  placement  of  fdl  material  in  waters  (including  wetlands),  or  if  you 
are  proposing  a  modification  to  an  existing  project  that  entails  the 
placement  of  fill  material  in  waters,  then  this  letter  serves  as  your  notice 
that  your  project  may  require  a  permit  from  this  office  [Pittsburgh]. 

The  Proposed  Action  would 
not  require  the  placement  of 
fdl  material  in  wetlands  or 
streams. 
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84-2 

Joshua  Shaffer  for  Jon 
Coleman,  USAGE 

3/25/14 

Based  on  the  information  eontained  within  the  Draft  EIS  it  appears  that 
impaets  to  waters  may  be  proposed.  We  reeommend  that  you  hire  a 
qualified  wetland  eonsultant  to  evaluate  the  entire  projeet  area  in  order 
to  determine  if  any  streams  or  wetlands  are  present.  Enelosed  is  a  list 
of  wetland  eonsultants.  If  impaets  to  streams  or  wetlands  are  in  faet 
proposed,  you  should  again  eontaet  this  offiee  to  diseuss  permitting 
requirements.  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  avoid  and  minimize 
impaets  to  the  aquatie  resourees  on-site.  We  will  eontinue  to  work  with 
you  in  order  to  proteet  any  aquatie  resourees  that  may  be  present 
[Pittsburgh]. 

The  EIS  has  analyzed 
potential  impaets  to  waters 
and  has  found  that  there 
would  be  no  impaets  under 
the  Proposed  Aetion.  Every 
effort  to  avoid  impaets  to 
aquatie  resourees  would  be 
made. 

85-1 

Thomas  Chapman,  USFWS 
New  England  Field  Offiee 

3/25/14 

Based  on  information  eurrently  available  to  us,  no  federally  listed  or 
proposed,  threatened  or  endangered  speeies  or  eritieal  habitat  under  the 
jurisdietion  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serviee  are  known  to  oeeur  in 
the  projeet  area  [Pease].  Preparation  of  a  Biologieal  Assessment  or 
further  eonsultation  with  us  under  seetion  7  of  the  Endangered  Speeies 
Aet  is  not  required.  No  further  Endangered  Speeies  Aet  eoordination  is 
neeessary  for  a  period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  this  letter,  unless 
additional  information  on  listed  or  proposed  speeies  beeomes  available. 

To  obtain  updated  lists  of  federally  listed  or  proposed  threatened  or 
endangered  speeies  and  eritieal  habitats,  it  is  not  neeessary  to  eontaet 
this  offiee.  Instead,  please  visit  the  Endangered  Speeies  Consultation 
page  on  the  New  England  Field  Offiee’s  website: 

wwwfws.gov/newengfand/endangered!<Jpec-consultation.  htm 
(aeeessed  January  2013) 

On  the  website,  there  is  also  a  link  to  proeedures  that  may  allow  you  to 
eonelude  if  habitat  for  a  listed  speeies  is  present  in  the  projeet  area.  If 
no  sueh  habitat  exists,  then  no  federally  listed  speeies  are  present  in  the 
projeet  area  and  there  is  no  need  to  eontaet  us  for  further  eonsultation.  If 
the  above  eonelusion  eannot  be  reaehed,  further  eonsultation  with  this 
offiee  is  advised.  Information  deseribing  the  nature  and  loeation  of  the 
proposed  aetivity  that  should  be  provided  to  us  for  further  informal 
eonsultation  ean  be  found  at  the  above-refereneed  site. 

Thank  you  for  your  eomment. 
No  habitat  for  listed  speeies 
is  present  within  the  projeet 
area. 

91-1 

John  Frink 

3/6/14 

Now,  I  know  it’s  a  poliey,  although  I  have  not  personally  ealled  the  Air 
National  Guard,  to  deny  jettisoning  of  fuel,  however,  I  get  up  in  the 

Thank  you  for  your  eomment. 
The  ANG  only  jettisons  fuel 
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morning  and  certain  atmospheric  conditions,  and  there’s  a  very  strong 
smell  of  kerosene. 

Now,  I’ve  heard  that  this  is  because  of  the  warm-up  process  and 
prevailing  winds.  I’ve  also  heard  that  it's  necessary  to  jettison  fuel  in 
order  to  land  or  take  off  or  something.  But  it’s  distressing. 

during  an  emergency 

situation  and  it  is  not  a  daily 
practice  to  jettison  fuel 
anywhere  including  at  the 
end  of  the  runway  at  Pease 
ANGS. 

It’s  perhaps  better  that  I  would  ask  the  question  rather  than  try  to  make 
a  fornial  statement  here,  and  the  question  would  be,  with  the  new 
tankers,  which  I’m  sure  are  probably  environmentally  more  friendly 
than  the  KC-135s,  given  that  the  8  aircraft  would  be  replaced  by  12, 
would  there  be  more  of  this  jet  fuel  in  the  air  over  my  house?  I  have 
honey  bees  that  aren’t  doing  well.  That  probably  is  the  case  almost 
everywhere.  I  have  a  vegetable  garden,  which  is  pretty  much  organic, 
and  I  think  it’s  important  to  really  consider  the  environment  [Pease]. 

The  City  of  Portsmouth  and  State  of  New  Hampshire  have  always  been 
very  supportive  of  the  military  base  there,  but  the  people  in  Newington 
are  the  ones  that  really  experience  the  downside.  I  have  TCE  in  the 
water  that  runs  through  my  property.  I  don’t  have  to  drink  that  water, 
but  there  are  environmental  impacts,  and  I  just  would  like  to  be 
reassured  that  the  amount  of  fuel  in  the  air  vapor  is  not  going  to 
increase  due  to  the  increased  aircraft. 

94-1 

Jeromy  Applegate,  OH 
USFWS 

4/7/14 

Relative  to  the  subject  project,  you  have  made  a  determination  that  the 
project  will  have  no  effect  on  the  federally  endangered  Indiana  bat 
[Rickenbacker].  Because  you  have  made  a  “no  effecf’  determination, 
consultation  (and  FWS  concurrence)  under  section  7(a)(2)  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  is  not  required. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consistent  with  this  comment. 

95-1 

Lori  Zimmerman,  USFWS 
Pennsylvania  Field  Office 

4/2/14 

Except  for  occasional  transient  species,  no  federally  listed  threatened  or 
endangered  species  under  our  jurisdiction  are  known  to  occur  within  the 
project  impact  area  [Pittsburgh]. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
The  USAF  appreciates  your 
input  into  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  process.  The 
conclusions  of  the  EIS  are 
consislent  with  this  comment. 
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95-2 

Lori  Zimmerman,  USFWS 
Pennsylvania  Field  Office 

4/2/14 

Flowever,  the  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station  is  within  the  range 
of  the  northern  long-eared  bat  (Myotis  septentrionalis),  a  species  that 
was  proposed  for  listing  as  an  endangered  species  on  October  2,  2013. 
No  critical  habitat  has  been  proposed  at  this  time.  Species  proposed  for 
listing  are  not  afforded  protection  under  the  ESA;  however,  as  soon  as  a 
listing  becomes  effective,  the  prohibition  against  jeopardizing  its 
continued  existence  and  “take”  applies  regardless  of  an  action’s  stage 
of  completion.  Therefore,  to  avoid  project  delays  we  recommend  that 
the  effect  of  the  project  on  northern  long  eared  bats,  and  their  habitat,  be 
considered  during  the  project  planning  and  design.  Additional 
information  about  northern  long-eared  bats,  including  ecology,  habitat 
descriptions,  listing  status  updates,  and  possible  conservation  measures 
may  be  found  at 

WWW. fws.gov/midwestlendangered/mammals/nlha/index.html  (click  on 
Northern  Long-eared  Bat  Interim  Conference  and  Planning  Guidance). 
We  are  available  to  discuss  potential  conservation  measures  specific  to 
your  project  design. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
No  habitat  or  potential  habitat 
for  the  long-eared  by  is 
located  within  the  proposed 
construction  area. 

95-3 

Lori  Zimmerman,  USFWS 
Pennsylvania  Field  Office 

4/2/14 

The  Service  is  the  principal  Federal  agency  charged  with  protecting  and 
enhancing  populations  and  habitat  of  migratory  bird  species.  The 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  prohibits  the  taking,  killing, 
possession,  transportation,  and  importation  of  migratory  birds,  their 
eggs,  parts,  and  nests,  except  when  specifically  authorized  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  While  the  MBTA  has  no  provision  for 
authorizing  incidental  take,  the  Service  recognizes  that  some  birds  may 
be  killed  even  if  all  reasonable  measures  to  avoid  take  are  implemented. 

The  potential  exists  for  avian  mortality  from  habitat  destruction  and 
alteration  within  the  project  boundaries.  Site-specific  factors  that  should 
be  considered  in  project  siting  to  avoid  and  minimize  the  risk  to  birds 
include  avian  abundance;  the  quality,  quantity  and  type  of  habitat; 
geographic  location;  type  and  extent  of  bird  use  (e.g.  breeding, 
foraging,  migrating,  etc.);  and  landscape  features.  Please  review  the 
enclosed  information  for  general  recommendations  for  avoiding  and 
minimizing  impacts  to  migratory  birds  within  and  around  the  project 
area  [Pittsburgh].  Please  be  aware  that  since  these  are  general 
guidelines,  some  of  them  may  not  be  applicable  to  the  current  project 
design  or  they  may  have  already  been  included  in  the  project  design. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
Impacts  to  migratory  birds 
are  expected  to  be  minor  to 
negligible  under  the  Proposed 
Action  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS. 
No  habitat  would  be 
permanently  altered,  and 
noise  from  construction 
would  be  temporary  and 
minimal  due  to  the  existing 
ambient  noise  levels  that 
occur  at  the  airfield.  An 
increase  in  levels  of 
operations  (e.g.,  sorties)  may 
result  in  an  increased 
opportunity  for  bird-aircraft 
strikes  to  occur,  including 
those  with  migratory  birds. 

Adherence  to  the  existing. 
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To  avoid  potential  delays  in  reviewing  your  project,  please  use  the 
above-referenced  USFWS  project  tracking  number  in  any  future 
correspondence  regarding  this  project 

BASH  program  would 

minimize  the  risk  of 
bird/wildlife  aircraft  strikes. 

97-1 

Jonathan  Kinney,  New  Jersey 
Historie  Preservation  Office 

5/12/14 

Please  submit  a  hard  copy  of  the  building  evaluation  with  a  cover  letter 
to  our  office  requesting  a  formal  concurrence  with  the  “not  eligible” 
determination  [JB  MDL].  We  will  respond  upon  receipt  of  that 
documentation.  Please  let  me  know  if  you  have  any  questions. 

A  hard  copy  of  the  building 
evaluation  has  been  sent  to 
your  office  requesting  formal 
concurrence. 
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United  3tatcs  Senate 

WASHINGTON.  DC  J0510 
March  S.  2014 


Lieutenant  General  Stanley  E.  Clarke  Ill 
Director,  Air  National  Guard 
1000  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330-1000 

Dear  General  Clark, 

As  the  Air  Force  completes  the  environmental  impact  process  associated  with  the  second  KC- 
46A  main  operating  base,  we  write  to  reiteraie  our  enthusiastic  support  for  the  Air  Force’s 
selection  of  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  to  serve  as  the  first  home  for  KC-46As  in  the  Air 
National  Guard.  The  strategic  advantages  of  Pease,  the  perfotmaiKe  of  the  157th  Air  Refueling 
Wing  (ARW),  the  strong  public  support  for  the  base  and  its  refueling  mission,  as  well  as  the  lack 
of  environmental  concerns  continue  to  make  Pease  the  best  location  in  the  Air  National  Guard 
for  the  KC-46A. 

As  you  know.  Pease  is  located  only  minutes  fiom  the  most  important  refueling  tracks  for  U.S.- 
based  aircraft  heading  to  the  Middle  East,  Europe,  and  Africa  and  can  support  a  range  of  training 
and  operational  missions.  In  fact.  Pease  is  12  minutes  from  the  Coronet  routing  to  Europe  and 
the  Middle  East  aitd  ideally  positioned  to  support  the  OPLAN  8010  mission.  Proximity  to  these 
critical  refueling  tracks  saves  time  and  money,  ensuring  an  outstanding  value  for  the  Air  Force. 

Pease  also  stands  out  because  of  its  existing  infrastructure  to  support  the  KC-46A.  Pease  has 
nearly  one  million  gallons  of  bulk  fuel  storage  and  parking  for  up  to  19  of  the  new  aircraft.  In 
addition  to  having  one  of  the  largest  aircraft  parking  ramps  in  the  Air  National  Guard,  Pease  has 
one  of  the  longest  runways  in  the  Northeast  and  an  absence  of  any  environmental  issues  that 
would  impede  the  basing  and  operation  of  the  KC-4bA. 

In  addition  to  these  major  assets  at  Pease,  the  most  important  asset  is  the  men  and  women  of  the 
1 57th  ARW — whose  expertise  and  commitment  make  them  the  best  air  refueling  unit  in  the  Air 
Force.  From  fiscal  years  201 1  to  2013,  through  supporting  operations  in  Afghanistan,  Libya,  and 
Iraq,  as  well  as  Corortet  missions.  Pease  has  flown  almost  13,000  operational  hours,  achieving 
the  highest  aircraft  utilization  of  any  Air  National  Guard  KC-135  unit.  Additionally,  the  I57th 
ARW  was  number  one  in  operational  support  to  Combatant  Commanders — flying  more 
operational  hours  than  any  other  Air  National  Guard  refueling  unit,  including  units  with 
significantly  more  aircraft. 

The  1 57th  ARW  has  developed  a  mature,  high-performing  active  duty  association  that 
seamlessly  integrates  with  the  reserve  component  to  form  a  highly  ftmctional  unit  capable  of 
meeting  the  demands  of  the  active  component  and  the  Air  National  Guard.  Through  working 
closely  and  effectively  with  its  active  associate,  the  157th  ARW  has  earned  1 1  Air  Force 
Outstanding  Unit  Awards,  while  maintaining  a  retention  rate  near  100  percent.  During  fiscal 
year  2013,  Pease's  active  associate  averaged  105  days  per  person  per  year  on  temporary  duty 
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assignment,  the  highest  among  all  active  duty  and  associate  air  refueling  wings  which  averaged 
92  days  per  person  over  the  same  period. 

In  short,  an  optimal  strategic  location,  a  top-performing  air  refueling  unit,  an  absence  of 
environmental  concerns,  and  a  supportive  community  aixi  Congressional  delegation  combine  to 
make  clear  that  Pease  Air  National  Gtiard  Base  represents  the  best  possible  location  in  the  Air 
*  National  Guard  for  the  KC-46A. 

Thank  you  for  your  service  to  our  country.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  the  Air 
Nation^  Guard  to  welcome  the  KC-46A  to  Pease. 

Sitwerely, 

Jeanne  Shaheen 
I'nited  States  Senate 


United  States  Senate 
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From:  Jim  Colbert  Imailto:  ] 

Sent:  Friday,  March  07,  2014  11:26  AM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Cc; 

Subject;  KC-46A  BeddownEIS 

I  fully  support  the  proposed  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  refueling  aircraft  at  the 
Pease  ANG  base  in  Newington  NFI 

I  do  not  believe  this  will  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  environmental 
impact  on  the  area.  Pease  has  been  here  for  a  long  time  and  the  facilities 
here  are  second  to  none. 

The  arrival  of  this  aircraft  will  surely  create  more  jobs  and  bring  more 
money  to  the  State  and  help  boost  the  economy.. 

The  157th  air  refueling  wing  would  be  the  ideal  unit  receive  this  aircraft 
because  of  its  past  and  present  mission  accomplishments. 

Thank  You, 

Sincerely,  James  L.  Colbert  USAF,  ret 


Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
Office  of  Em  ironmental  Polic\  and  Compliance 
15  Stale  Street  -  Suite  400 
Boston,  Massacliusctls  02109-.5572 


Take  Pride" 
•Nys^MERICA 


March  24,  20 1 4 


9043.1 
ER  14/0069 

Anne  Rowe 

NGB/A7AM 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762 

RE:  COMMENTS 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

ModiFication  of  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown 
Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations,  NH,  NJ,  KS,  PA,  and  OH 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe; 

The  U  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  (Department)  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  Modification  of  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at 
Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations,  NH,  NJ,  KS,  PA,  and  OH.  The  Department  has  no 
comment  on  the  DEIS. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  document.  Please  contact  me  at 
(617)  223-8565  if  I  can  be  of  assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Andrew  L.  Raddant 
Regional  Environmental  Officer 
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U.S.  Department 
Of  Transportation 


Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


Central  Region 
Iowa,  Kansas 
Missouri,  Nebraska 


901  Locust 

Kansas  City.  Missouri  641 06-2325 


March  3.  2014 

Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 

National  Guard  Bureau 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews.  MD  20762-5157 

Re  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddow  n  at 
Alteniative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 
Forbes  Field;  Topeka,  Kansas  -  One  of  Five  Alternative  Loeations 

Dear  Ms  Rowe: 

We  have  received  your  letter  dated  Februarv  1,  2014.  We  generally  do  not  provide  comments  from  an 
environmental  perspective. 

Airspace  Considerations  _ 

If  Forbes  Field  is  the  selected  location,  the  project  will  require  formal  notice  and  review  for  airspace 
review-  under  Federal  Aviation  Regulation  (FAR)  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspaee 


4-1 


1  recommend  a  120-day  notification  to  accommodate  the  review  process  and  issue  our  determination 
letter.  Proposals  may  be  filed  w  ith  FAA  at  http://ocaaa.faa.gov.  _ 

1  encourage  >  ou  to  file  a  request  for  airspace  study  as  quickly  as  possible  if  and  w  hen  Forbes  Field  is 
selected  in  order  to  detennine  if  there  are  any  potential  effects  to  the  airport  from  the  proposed  project. 

Be  sure  to  submit  information  for  an\'  roads,  objects,  and  temporan,-  construction  equipment  (e  g.  cranes). 


4-2 


More  information  on  tliis  process  ma\  be  found  at: 
http://www  .faa.go\/ainx)rts/ccntral/enginccring/p3rt77/ 

If  you  have  questions,  please  contact  me  at  glenn  helm  ft  faa.gov  or  8 1 6-329-261 7. 

Sincerely. 

Glenn  Helm.  P  E 
Environmental  Specialist 

cc:  Jeff  Deitering.  ACE-61  ID  (e-mail  only) 

NOTE:  This  letter  was  e-mailed  to  ang.env.coniments(®ang.af.mil  No  hard  copy  will  follow. 
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15  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  K.C-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  1 5ih  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  lih  most  military'  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 
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City  of  Dublin 


■  1  luNitmlt'  l)t*srl*«pnirni 
SSOO  Shier  Rings  Rond 
Dublin,  Ohio  45016 

phone  6)4410.4618 


March  14,  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main 
operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to 
show  is  how  much  capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local 
partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide 
access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker 
Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse 
facilities  into  a  true  "In  Land  Port."  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability 
that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the 
121  Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  the  1  hour  flight  bme  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal 
departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and' security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46 
would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul 
world-wide  delivery.  i:  . 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  IS*  largest  city  ano' rated  the  ll**'  most  military  friendly  city  in 
America.  The  city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
award.  In  short,  Columbus  and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  the  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  stabon  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air 
National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Dana  McDaniel 
Development  Director 


DLM/tb 
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MUNICIPAL  BUILDING 


655  Biacklick  Street 
Groveport.  Oil  43125 


FAX:  614-836-1953 
www.groveporCorg 


614-836-530! 


CJMOVKPOMT 


March  13,  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  5ir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base.  As  you  are 
aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what 
the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus  International  Airports. 
The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The 
CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and 
warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  "In  Land  Port".  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would 
benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121  Air  Refueling 
Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force.  Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the 
US  population,  Columbus  Is  the  ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the 
Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul 
world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  11th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The  city  was 
recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus  and  the  surrounding 
communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high  capability  choice  that 
can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Cl  ra  i\x 


Marsha  Hall,  Administrator 
City  of  Groveport,  Ohio 


Town  Hall  648  Main  Street,  Groveport,  Ohio  43125 
Recreation  Center  7370  Betz  iVay,  Groveport,  Ohio  43125 
Public  Works  7400  Groveport  Road,  Groveport,  Ohio  43125 
The  Links  at  Groveport  1 005  Richardson  Road  Groveport,  Ohio  43125 
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Jeff  Hall 

Newark  City  Mayor 


City  Hall 
40  West  Main  Street 
Newark,  Ohio  43055-5531 
wwwnewa  rkohio.net 


(740)  670-7510 
jhall@newarkohio.net 


March  14,  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  5ir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base.  As 
you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46 
today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  abie  to  show  is  how  much  capability 
Rickenbacker  Air  Nationai  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  locai  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail 
head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  "In  Land  Port".  This  is 
unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121  Air 
Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point  for 
homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways 
with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  is"’  largest  city  and  rated  the  ll"'  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The  city 
was  recently  awarded  an  EmployerSupport  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus  and 
the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high  capability 
choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely, 
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CITY  OF  I  UPPER 

ARLINGTON 


3600  Tremont  Road  *  Upper  Arlington,  Ohio  43221-1595 
Phone:  614-583-5000  •  Fax:  614-457-6620  •  TDD:  614-442-3216 
www.uaoh.net 


March,  IT" 20 1 4 


K.C-46A  KIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Mall 

3501  Fetchel  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  The  opportunity  to  engage  in  meaningful  local  partnerships  around 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  greater  capabilities  then  previous  assessments  indicate. 

Rickenbacker  and  Columbus  International  Airport  are  located  within  25  miles  of  each  other  and  are 
both  governed  by  the  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  .  These  two  major  airports  are  located 
within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also 
governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution 
and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land  Port".  The  KC-46  operation  would  benefit  greatly  from 
leveraging  this  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security  operations  because  it  is 
located  within  a  I  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based 
KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS.  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul 
world-wide  delivery. 

Columbus.  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  lih  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Re.serve  award.  In  short.  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 
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I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 

Theodore  J.  Staton  U 
City  Manager 
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March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 1 57 

Dear  Sir: 


I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Fx,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  1 5th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 


B6-234 
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March  2014 

The  Honorable  Deborah  Lee  James 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330-1670 


Dear  Madam  Secretary: 


I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  I  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  1 5th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 
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KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 1 57 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  hand 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivei7  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 

JirC 

Tjt-e 
/?  AJ6 
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THE  CITY  OF 

COLUMBUS 

CITY  COUNCIL 


March  24,  2014 


KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  Sir: 

As  chairman  of  Columbus  City  Council’s  Veterans  Affairs  Committee,  and  as  a  Vietnam  era 
veteran,  I  know  firsthand  the  powerful  positive  impact  military  installations  can  have  on  a 
community,  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  and  various  defense  related  facilities  in  the 
Columbus  area  employ  some  13,000  people,  with  an  estimated  annual  economic  impact  of  nearly 
$3  million. 

That  is  why  I  am  writing  you  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker.  In 
my  role  as  a  City  Councilmember,  I  have  spent  time  with  the  men  and  women  of  the  121st  Air 
Refueling  Wing  and  have  participated  in  training  missions  with  them.  They  are  a  professional, 
combat  ready  operation  that  plays  a  vital  role  in  support  of  protecting  American  interests  both  at 
home  and  abroad. 

As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  serve  as  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46 
today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide 
access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal 
that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true 
“In  Land  Port.”  This  is  unparalleled  low-cost  joint-use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC- 
46  operation 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  which  is  located  near  the  airport,  the  121st  Air 
Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  an  hour’s  flight  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure 
point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be 
sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  worldwide 
delivery. 


HEARCEL  F.  CRAIG,  MEMBER  OF  COUNCIL 
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THE  CITY  OF 

COLUMBUS 

CITY  COUNCIL 


Columbus  is  America’s  15th  largest  city  and  has  been  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city 
in  the  country.  The  city  recently  received  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award. 
Columbus  and  its  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  ready  to  be  the  low-cost,  high-capability  home  for  the 
KC-46.  1  urge  you  to  bring  the  Pegasus  to  Columbus. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely, 


Hearcel  F.  Craig 

Member,  Columbus  City  Council 


HEARCEL  F.  CRAIG,  MEMBER  OF  COUNCIL 

City  Hatl  I  90  We&t  Broad  Street  |  Second  Floor  |  Columbus  OH  432 15  |  T  (614)  645.7380  |  F  (614)  645.7399  |  columbusctlycouncil.org 
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18  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 


1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
international  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  Joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus.  Ohio  is  the  15ih  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  luimost  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 

Reynoldsburg  6h43068 
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From:  ohiotaskforce  fmailto:  ] 

Sent:  Monday,  March  24,  2014  4:07  PM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Subject;  support 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base.  As 
you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46 
today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail 
head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  "In  Land  Port".  This  is 
unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121  Air 
Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point  for 
homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways 
with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  11th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high  capability 
choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely 

Victor  Wilson 
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K.C-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  2Q161-5\51 


Dear  Sir: 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  ‘■‘Pegasus’"  to  Rickenbackcr  Air  National 
Guard  Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbackcr  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the 
main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not 
been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability  Rickenbackcr  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers 
with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbackcr  and 
Columbus  International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other 
and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the 
Rickenbackcr  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and 
warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land  Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use 
surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

reamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport), 
and  the  121  Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air 
Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population.  Columbus  is  the  ideal 
departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  .security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based 
KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS.  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific 
for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15'*'  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1’*'  most  military  friendly  city  in 
America.  The  city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
award.  In  short,  Columbus  and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbackcr  would  be  the  most  low 
cost/high  capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely. 
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March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB  A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 157 

Dear  Sir: 


I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  K.C-46A  “Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  j»-epared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  ptresious  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  proside  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  "In  Land 
Port".  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  .4.gciKy,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airportX  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  .Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  tlK  US  population.  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  hcmieland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
rumvays  with  Fed  Ex.  UPS.  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus.  Ohio  is  the  1 5 a  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1  *  most  military  fiiendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  tlie  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short.  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46, 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  stanon  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  .Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  .Air  N  aiional  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely. 


Col  (ReO  Richard  D  Fmrnons 
HiHiard  OH  43026-3009 
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Fairfield  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

COMMISSIONERS 
Steven  A.  Davis 
David  L.  Levacy 
Mike  Kiger 


March  18,  2014  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

Catri  L.  Brown 

K.C-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A&AM,  Shcpperd  Hall 

3501  Felchet  Avenue  CLERK 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157  Rachel  A.  EUea 

Dear  Sir: 

We  are  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guarri  Base.  As  you  are 
aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the 
previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base 
offers  with  their  local  parmerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus  International 
Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable 
runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and 
distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land  Port".  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge 
capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121  Air  Refueling 
Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point  for  homeland 
defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS, 
Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  Ith  most  military  fiiendly  city  in  America.  The  city  was 
recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus  and  the  surrounding 
communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

We  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high  capability  choice 
that  can  be  made.  We  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Fairfield  County  Commissioners  Office  •  210  E.  Main  Street,  Room  301 
Lancaster,  Ohio  43130-3879  •  (740)  652-7090  •  Fax:  (740)  687-6048 
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15  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir; 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  K.C-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  sec  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely, 


(UL  (hi  ^ 
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15  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  Joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  1 5iti  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  lih  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 

Ij  eyt-aiA.'^ 

Donald  E  Kershner 
Columbus,  Oh  43232 
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Military  Officers  Association  of  America 
CENTRAL  OHIO  CHAPTER 

www.moaacentralohio.org 

16  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-51 57 

Dear  Sir: 

As  President  of  the  Military  Officers  Association  of  America  (MOAA)  Central  Ohio 
Chapter,  I  represent  approximately  400  former  and  retired  officers  of  the  uniformed 
services  of  the  United  States. 

I  am  writing  to  you  in  support  of  assigning  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  aircraft  and 
mission  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  in  Ohio.  I  am  certain  you  are 
aware  that  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating 
base  of  the  KC-46A  today.  However,  what  previous  assessments  may  not  have 
been  able  to  illustrate  is  how  much  capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base 
offers  through  its  local  operating  partnerships  and  its  physical  proximity  to  key 
mission-enhancing  support  activities. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and 
Columbus  International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each 
other  and  provide  access  to  four  heavy-lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also 
governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and 
distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “Inland  Porf .  This  is  an  unparalleled 
low  cost  Joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  the  KC-46A  operational 
mission. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  and  adjacent 
to  the  airport,  the  121“  Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery 
for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  a  one-hour  of  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is 
the  ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the 
Columbus  based  KC-46A  mission  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex.  UPS, 
Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  1 5'  largest  city  and  is  rated  the  1 1“  most  "military  friendly”  city 
in  America.  The  city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and 
Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus  and  the  surrounding  communities  are  an  ideal 
location  for  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46A  mission  and  is  ready  to  accept 
this  important  responsibility. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-246 


Final  -  June  2014 


•  Page  2  March  16,  2014 

I  trust  you  will  agree  that  assigning  the  KC-46A  mission  to  this  central  Ohio  location 
would  be  the  most  low  cost/high  capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  urge  you  to 
recommend  stationing  the  KC-46A  aircraft  and  mission  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

On  behalf  of  the  members  of  the  MOAA  Central  Ohio  Chapter,  thank  you  for  your 
support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  as  the  future  location  of  this  important 
aircraft  and  its  critical  mission  to  the  defense  of  the  United  States. 


Sincerely, 


Joseph  A.  Machado 
LTC  USA  (Ret) 

President,  MOAA  Central  Ohio  Chapter 
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15  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  arc  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 

C  et-  - 

4-3/ 


B6-248 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Final  -  June  2014 


March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 


1  ant  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  1 5ih  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1  th  most  military  fiiendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 

,  ///j/,  Ae/ur^/ 
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KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

March  11,2014 

Dear  Sir/Madam: 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating 
base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how 
much  capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide 
access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal 
that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true 
“In  Land  Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC- 
46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  (located  in  Columbus  by  the  airport),  the  121  Air 
Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Because  of  its  location  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  U.S.  population,  Columbus  is  the 
ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC- 
46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  tong  haul 
world-wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15''’  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1'*’  most  military  friendly  city  in  America. 
The  city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short. 
Columbus  and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  costliigh 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air 
National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Ohio  Air  National  Guard 
Hilliard,  OH  43026-7332 


Sincerely, 


LtCol  Rex  A.  Mykrantz 
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March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 


1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15ih  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  lih  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 
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KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base.  As 
you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46 
today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail 
head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land  Port" .  This  is 
unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121  Air 
Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point  for 
homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC'46  would  be  sharing  the  runways 
with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  11th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The  city 
^3s  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus  and 
the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high  capability 
choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 

Jason  J.  Porter,  M.D. 

LtCol,  Senior  Flight  Surgeon,  Ohio  Air  National  Guard 
Rickenbacker,  Columbus,  Ohio 
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Jean  Carter  Ryan.  Pre&Oer^t 


March  14,  2014 


350  E.  First  Avenue  -  Suite  '20 
Columbus.  Ohio  43201 
Office  614.429.0177 
Mobile  614.551.9268 


KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetch  et  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  Sir: 


I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air 
National  Guard  Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept 
the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the 
previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker 
and  Columbus  International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within 
miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The 
CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head 
traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  "In 
Land  Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would 
benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the 
airport),  and  the  121  Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo 
delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is 
the  ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the 
Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo 
Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery.  Columbus,  Ohio  is 
the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  11th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America. 
The  city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
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award.  In  short,  Columbus  and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the 
KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most 
low  cost/high  capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the 
KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Regards, 


Jean  Carter  Ryan 
President 
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March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 


1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  tlieir  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Coliunbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  lih  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Sincerely, 
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Ohio  Senate 

Senate  Building 
1  Capitol  Square 


Columbus,  Ohio  43215 
(614)  466-8082 


Joseph  W.  Decker 

state  Senator 
14th  District 

March  18,  2014 
Dear  Secretary, 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  full  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base  in  Columbus,  Ohio.  I  believe  that  Rickenbacker  is  not  only  prepared  to  take  on  this  new  role, 
but  that  the  partnerships  which  Rickenbacker  possesses  with  local  agencies  exhibit  their  ability  to 
adequately  perform  as  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46. 

As  you  may  know,  Columbus  is  not  only  the  is"'  largest  city,  but  it  was  also  rated  the  11*''  most  military 
friendly  city  in  America.  Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  and  the  121  Air  Refueling  Wing  in 
Columbus,  Rickenbacker  would  be  a  key  partner  in  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Additionally,  The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and 
Columbus  International  Airports.  Located  within  two  miles  of  each  other,  these  two  airports  provide 
access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways. 

The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  which  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic  and 
distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  "In  Land  Port".  This  joint  use  allows  for  low  cost  and 
high  capability  which  I  believe  would  be  beneficial  to  a  KC-46  operation. 

As  Columbus  is  located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  population  in  the  United  States  it  is  the 
ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  The  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing 
the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  allowing  for  long  haul  world-wide  delivery. 
With  the  characteristics  mentioned,  I  hope  you  will  see  that  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  base  is  a 
low  cost  and  high  capability  choice  for  the  station  of  the  KC  -46. 

I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  my  office  if  you  have  any 
questions. 


Sincerelv. 


ifK  Uecker 
District  14 


Committees 

State  Government  and  Oversight  Reform  -  Vice  Chair  •  JCARR 
Finance:  Subcommittee  on  Education  •  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Civil  Justice  •  Commerce  and  Labor  •  Public  Safety  •  Public  Utilities 


Contact  Info 

Phone:  614.466.8082 
Email:  uecker@ohlosenate.gov 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 


Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-257 


Final  -  June  2014 


15  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchct  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  ba.se 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
fbur  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  ITie  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”,,  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely, 


LvSl<ScCK'i^■3 
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Col.  Daniel  M  Snvder 
j  Fincflay.  OH  45840-77S3 


KC-46A  LIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Felchct  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 1 57 

Dear  Sir; 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbackcr  Air  National 
Guard  Base.  As  you  arc  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the 
main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not 
been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  olfers 
with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbackcr  and 
Columbus  International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other 
and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the 
Rickenbacker  Intcrmodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and 
warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land  Poll".  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use 
surge  capability  that  would  benellt  a  KC-46  operation. 

■fcamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport), 
and  the  121  Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air 
Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population.  Columbus  is  the  ideal 
departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based 
KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Fx,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific 
for  lung  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15"’  largest  city  and  rated  the  1  T''most  military  friendly  city  in 
America.  The  city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
award.  In  short.  Columbus  and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low 
cost/high  capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely, 
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14  March  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchel  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 1 57 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Autliority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  fi-iendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

I  think  you  can  sec  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Pete  Wilkinsmi  ^ 

Colonel  USAF  (Retired) 

MOAA  Central  Ohio  Past  President 
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From:  petewilkinson  [mailto:  1 

Sent:  Sunday,  March  16,  2014  4:21  PM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Cc;  petewilkinson 

Subject:  KC-46A  Assignment  to  Rickenback  Air  National  Guard  Base 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM,  Sheppard  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  Sir: 


I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air 
National  Guard  Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept 
the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the 
previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much  capability 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 


The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and 
Columbus  International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles 
of  each  other  and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The 
CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head 
traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true 
"In  Land  Port".  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability 
that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 


Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the 
airport),  and  the  121  Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo 
delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 


Located  within  1  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is 
the  ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally, 
the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the  runways  with  Fed  Ex,  UPS, 
Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 
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Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15th  largest  city  and  rated  the  11th  most  military 
friendly  city  in  America.  The  city  was  recentiy  awarded  an  Employer  Support 
of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus  and  the  surrounding 
communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 


I  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the 
most  low  cost/high  capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  I  implore  you  to 
station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely, 


Pete  Wilkinson 
Colonel  USAF  (Retired) 

MOAA  Central  Ohio  Past  President 
Pete  Wilkinson 
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15  March  2014 

K.C-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Join  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir; 

1  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  to  Rickcnbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base.  As  you  are  aware,  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base 
of  the  KC-46  today.  But  what  the  previous  assessments  have  not  been  able  to  show  is  how  much 
capability  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  offers  with  their  local  partnerships. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus 
International  Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to 
four  heavy  lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that 
combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land 
Port”.  This  is  unparalleled  low  cost  joint  use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

Teamed  with  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121 
Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Located  within  I  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  US  population,  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point 
for  homeland  defense  and  security.  Additionally,  the  Columbus  based  KC-46  would  be  sharing  the 
runways  with  Fed  Ex.  UPS,  Cargo  Lux  and  Cathay  Pacific  for  long  haul  world-  wide  delivery. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  1 5th  largest  city  and  rated  the  1 1th  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The 
city  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  In  short,  Columbus 
and  the  surrounding  communities  are  ready  for  the  KC-46. 

1  think  you  can  see  that  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker  would  be  the  most  low  cost/high 
capability  choice  that  can  be  made.  1  implore  you  to  station  the  KC-46  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base. 

Thank  you  for  your  support  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 


Sincerely, 
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CITY  OF  TOPEKA 


Larry  E.  Wolgasi.  Mayor 


City  of  Topeka 
215  SE  7*  Street 


Topeka,  K.S  66603 
(785)368-3895 
(785)  368-3850  fax 


March  12,  2014 

The  (Honorable  Deborah  James 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 

General  Mark  A.  Welsh 
Chief  of  Staff-  United  State  Air  Force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 

Dear  Secretary  James  and  General  Welsh: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  first  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  with  the  190"'  Air  Refueling 
Wing  to  the  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base  in  Topeka,  KS.  The  City  of  Topeka  has  been  honored  to  be  the  home  of 
the  190"’  Air  Refueling  Wing  and  our  community  has  demonstrated  that  it  is  well  suited  to  support  the  men  and  women 
who  will  be  serving  the  new  KC-46A. 

Topeka  is  home  to  multi-generational  military  families  whose  parents  or  grandparents  came  to  Forbes  Air  Force  Base  as 
part  of  the  Strategic  Air  Command — men  and  women  who  stayed  to  start  a  family,  buy  a  home,  join  the  workforce. 
These  men  and  women  brought  talent,  energy,  and  leadership  skills  which  melded  well  with  our  goals  and  Topeka  has 
prospered  because  of  their  contributions.  We  are  a  better  city  because  of  their  presence  and  our  community 
remembers.  The  ties  that  bind  us  together  are  strong  and  the  lines  between  civilian  and  military  are  indistinguishable. 
This  indelible  characteristic  can't  be  measured  but  we  know  it  is  the  heart  and  soul  of  who  we  are. 

The  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  done  an  outstanding  job  providing  you  with  the  myriad  of  facts  for  this 
request.  I  proudly  endorse  their  comments  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Topeka.  I  am  especially  honored  to  extol  the 
attributes  of  this  community  and  its  people. 

We  are  excited  about  the  opportunities  we  have  to  offer  and  I  personally  encourage  you  to  consider  Forbes  Field  Air 
National  Guard  Base  as  the  new  home  for  the  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base.  We  are  ready  to  provide 
support  in  any  way  possible. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 


S' 


Larry  E.  Wolgast 
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MARGARET  WOOD  IL\SSAN 
Governor 


STATE  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GO\T.RXOR 


March  6.2014 


KC-46A  iilS  Project  Manager 

NGB'A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrevss.  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  Friends: 


I  regret  that  1  am  not  able  to  be  with  you  in  person  R)r  today’s  public  hearing,  but 
on  behalf  of  the  State  oINew  Hampshire.  I  wxite  to  express  my  strong  support  for  the 
beddovvn  of  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  .Air  National  Guard  Base  in  New  ington. 
New  Hampshire. 


The  Pease  .Air  National  Guard  Base  is  the  ideal  location  for  the  KC-46A  air 
refueling  tankers.  ITic  base  is  strategically  located  on  the  Hast  Coast  of  the  United  States, 
translating  to  considerable  time  and  cost  savings  for  all  castbound  support  operations.  In 
addition,  much  ol’thc  infrastructure  needed  to  successfully  implement  the  KC-46A 
aircraft  is  already  in  place  at  Pease.  This  infrastructure  includes  the  longest  .Air  National 
Guard  runway  and  parking  ramp  in  the  northeast,  air  traflic  control,  security  and  customs, 
and  fire  protection. 


The  1 57*  Air  Rcfticling  Wing  and  the  64*  .Air  Refueling  Squadron  stationed  at 
Pease  are  the  best  options  to  support  the  operation  of  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  157* 
Air  Refueling  Wing  is  a  model  unit,  made  up  of  brave,  skilled  airmen  who  consistently 
exceed  expectations  in  the  participation  of  both  military  and  homeland  delense 
operations.  Since  their  assignment  to  the  157*  Air  Refueling  Wing  in  2009,  the  64*  .Air 
Refueling  Squadron  has  fully  integrated  into  the  wing,  and  their  performance  has  rated  as 
outstanding. 


36-1 


Bringing  the  1CC-46.A  air  refueling  tankers  to  Pea.se  will  also  benelit  our  Scacoast 
communities  and  economy,  bringing  more  jobs  to  the  region  and  helping  the  base 
generate  an  even  greater  positive  economic  impact.  _ 


107  North  Main  Street,  State  House  •  Rm  20ft.  Cuncurd.  New  Hampshire 
Telephone  271-2121  •  F^VX  (603»  27l-7e40 
Webbile:  http://www.nh.gov/  •  Email:  govcrnorhassan^h.gov 
TDD  Accesa:  Rcla>  NH  l.lt(MI.7».V2H61 
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Letter  for  KC-46A  Public  Hearing 
March  6,2014 
Page  2 

Our  state  has  a  proud  tradition  ol'militarj'  scr\'icc  dating  back  to  the  founding  of 
the  New  Hampshire  National  Guard  nearly  400  years  ago.  Today,  the  men  and  women  of 
our  Air  National  Guard  eontinue  this  tradition  of  militarj  sers  ice.  Our  New  Hampshire 
airmen  and  soldiers  are  true  heroes  who  have  proven  their  dedication  and  courage  time 
and  again. 

The  assignment  of  the  KC-46.'\  tankers  to  Pease  will  be  good  for  the  Air  National 
Guard,  the  State  of  New  Hampshire  and  our  economy.  It  is  an  honor  to  be  selected  by  the 
.Air  Force  to  base  the  KC-46.A  rel'ucling  tankers  at  Pease. 


With  every-  good  wish. 


Margaret  Uxiod  Hassan 
Governor 


1U7  North  Main  Strict,  State  Huuse  -  Rm  208.  Concord*  Now  Ilampikhirt*  03.101 
Telephone  (603)  271-2121  •  FAX  (603)  271-7640 
Webaite:  http;//www.nh.gov/  •  Email:  governorfaa8san@nh.^o\ 

TDI)  Access:  Relay  NH  l.HOO-735-2064 
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From;  rmailto:  ] 

Sent:  Friday,  March  07,  2014  12:59  PM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Subject;  KC-46A  Beddown  EIS" 

1  am  the  surviving  spouse  of  a  28  year  veteran  of  the  USAF  Our  last  duty 
station  was  Pease  AFB,  509th  Bomb  Wing,  Strageic  Air  Command.  He  felt  that 
Pease  was  one  of  the  best  laid  out,  and  functionally  prepared  air  bases, 
for  any  aircraft  that  ever  needed  to  land  here,  regardless  of  size  and 
speed.  Aircraft  are  always  in  the  process  for  change  !  remember  at  Wright 
Patterson  AF  base  when  the  huge  B29  came  there  for  a  home  base  after  the 
war  Many  thought  it  too  large,  but  perhaps  it  is  still  there  and  useful. 

Another  base  was  in  the  Azores  when  the  KC  1 35  came  for  a  visit  It  was 
huge,  therefore,  comments  about  the  ability  of  the  field  to  operate  were 
bandied  about,  but  it  served  it's  purpose 

Now  Pease  is  the  ideal  place  to  handle  the  KC-46A  because  of  the  excellent 
runways  and  service  crews  that  can  handle  anything  at  the  157th  Air  Refueling 
Wing,  of  the  Air  National  Guard  and  Air  Force  64th  Refilling  Squadron 
We  embrace  the  idea  of  hosting  theKC-46A  here  at  Pease,  as  well  as  the 
population  here  in  Portsmouth,  NH.;  that  is  a  ready  made  Military  town  along 
with  the  Navy  Base  across  the  river.  WELCOME 

Thank  you, 

Barbara  N  Hayes, 

(spouse  of  deceased,  Maj.  Herman  H  Hayes) 
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From:  Nancy  Holloway  fmailto  ] 

Sent:  Monday,  March  10,  2014  6: 1 1  PM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Cc:  Nancy  Holloway 
Subject:  KC-46A  Beddown  EIS 

I  missed  the  community  meeting  at  Rickenbacker,  so  I'm  sending  a  quick 
message  in  support  of  assigning  the  new  squadron  of  KC-46A  refueling  tankers 
to  Rickenbacker  ANGB.  1  live  in  the  area  and  briefly  reviewed  the  EIS  at  the 
library.  I  am  in  complete  support  of  bringing  the  new  aircraft  here  and  all 
the  modifications  necessary  to  accomplish  it  The  base  and  all  activities 
that  occur  there  enrich  our  community.  Thank  you. 


Nancy  A.  Holloway 
Canal  Winchester,  OH  431 10 
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From;  Kidd,  Emmanuel  CW3  USARMY  NG  OHARNG  (US) 
tmailto:  ) 

Sent:  Wednesday,  March  12,  2014  11:49  AM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Subject:  KC-46Ato  Ohio  (UNCLASSIFIED) 

Classification;  UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats;  NONE 

Bring  the  KC-46A  to  Ohio,  Rickenbacker  is  ready.  I've  worked  around 
Rickenbacker,  as  part  of  the  Co.  D  l/137th  AVIM  for  14  years.  The 
experience  level  at  121 ARW  is  second  to  none.  The  surrounding  communities 
and  Ohio  are  ready  for  this  new  challenge.  Ohio  is  the  leap  forward  in 
efficiency  and  capability  the  KC-46  needs  for  the  success  of  the  nation. 

Regards, 

Emmanuel  Kidd 
CW3,  OD 

Training  Admin/WOCS  Course  Manager 


"STRENGTH  IN  KNOWLEDGE" 
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A^S  M.  lane  KUSTER 

Congress  of  tlje  ^niteb  States 

feousc  of  J^eprcsciitatitifs 

Saaslimgion.  DC  20515-2902 
March  6.  2014 

Dear  Friends, 

It  is  an  honor  to  join  my  colleagues  this  evening  in  endorsing  the  1 57*  Air  Refueling 
Wing  and  their  home  at  Pease  Air  National  Ouard  Base  as  the  ideal  location  for  the  new 
K.C-46.A  refueling  tanker.  In  recent  months.  I  have  repeatedly  enjoyed  the  opportunity  to 
share  the  record  of  excellence  that  defines  these  Guardsmen  and  their  active  duty 
component  counterparts. 

The  1 57*  has  long  been  a  point  of  pride  for  us  here  in  the  Granite  State.  It  is  not  an 
accident  that  this  past  year  marked  the  1 1*  time  this  unit  has  been  recognized  with  the 
Air  Force’s  Outstanding  Unit  .Award.  Their  record  of  efficiency  and  effectiveness  is 
unparalleled  by  their  peers  in  other  states,  and  their  ability  to  rise  to  the  challenge  of  these 
dilTicult  times  is  yet  another  reminder  of  their  exceptional  qualifications. 

In  addition  to  the  exemplary  men  and  women  who  would  be  responsible  for  this  new 
aircraft.  Pease  itself  boasts  a  number  of  strategic  advantages.  Its  proximity  to  critical 
refueling  tracks  for  United  States  aircraft  heading  to  the  Middle  Fast.  Huropc.  and  .Afiica. 
and  its  massive  fuel  storage  and  aircraft  parking  capabilities  would  ensure  the  Air  Force 
saves  time  and  money  as  w  e  look  tow  ards  a  new  age  of  readiness. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  New  Hampshire’s  Guardsmen  have  created  an  ideal 
environment  for  the  KC-46A.  Whether  assessing  their  record  of  excellence  or  the 
strategic  advantages  of  Pease.  I  cannot  imagine  an  outfit  more  suited  for  this  important 
assignment. 

I  want  to  commend  the  New  Hampshire  .Air  National  Guard  on  their  continued  service  to 
their  state  and  country  ,  and  I  want  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  knows  that  when  they  are 
looking  for  the  best,  they  need  look  no  further  than  the  men  and  w  omen  of  the  157*  Air 
Refueling  ^^'ing. 


Sincerely. 


Ann  McLanc  Kuster 
Member  of  Congress 


f  BjlLa*tO  *8^  5T»€I’  41-I  ' 

WM'*'.-;’;  ,  OC2WI5  CO-CCHO.  NM  OJJt" 

►  17''.  i. '71- '206  P  ,~.T  ..  ■ 


107 Gvi.:  .!• 
mnujMtM.  NMt-  -  '1 

r  I.,  '.444  //  '• 


if 

F-  L 

He.-..  .  I  P. 
BiOTUMN.^.  ..  tiso 
Pr.«piAN  Ar,«  ■  =  '?■ 

SMAii  1-  I'.- 

In.w  tAi 

O. .  *S  r, 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-270 


Final  -  June  2014 


From:  Ron  Manuel  [mailto:  ) 

Sent:  Sunday,  March  23,  2014  3:55  PM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Cc;  RETIREES160ARG;  Ron  Manuel 
Subject:  Subject:  KC-46A  Beddown  EIS 


Ronald  Douglas  Manuel 

Columbus,  Ohio  43207 
SMS  USAF  Retired 

email:  > 


NGB  Environmental  Group  On  Bed-down  of  KC-46A  MOB  2  RIckenbacker  ANGSas  #1  operating  base. 


* 

The  NAAQS  and  are  below  the  poliutant  emissions  for  the  PSD/de  minimus  and  are  not  subject 
to  this  regulation. 


* 

Rickenbacker  ANGS  121 ARW  is  already  flying  the  required  hours/sorties  required  by  the  new 
KC-46A  aircraft. 

♦ 

The  maintenance  capability  is  already  in  place  (now  supporting  18  KC-135R's  and  their  training 
commitments)  with  a  full  maintenance  capability  rate. 

* 

There  are  two  runways  that  fully  operational  and  they  are  both  over  2  miles  long. 

* 

The  civilian  version  of  the  aircraft  is  already  flown  by  some  of  our  ANG  pilots,  this  would  reduce 
the  training  needed  for  the  new  refueling  aircraft  (economies). 

* 

The  total  airfield  operations  rate  would  remain  at  about  the  same  level. 

♦ 

Rickenbacker  has  fast  delivery  of  parts  when  needed  with  commercial  carriers  (FedEx  and  UPS, 
and  others)  with  around  the  clock  delivery  and  the  DSCC  and  DFAS  installation  are  just  up  the  road  from 
the  base. 

* 

Our  communities  around  the  airfield  are  used  to  the  activity  of  the  ANG  aircraft.  Some  of  the 
people  in  the  towns  don't  even  now  there  is  a  tanker  unit  at  Rickenbacker, 

* 

As  a  community  we  need  these  new  aircraft  to  continue  the  extraordinary  conviction  and 
integrity  of  the  "troops"  of  the  Ohio  ANG  to  fly  in  support  of  any  conflict  in  the  world  or  of  these  United 
States. 

The  community  would  not  know  of  the  unit's  activity  during  the  week  if  not  for  the  reporting  of 
the  local  news  outlets.  The  city  of  Columbus  Chamber  of  Commerce  (who  have  at  least  1600  local 
business  support)  fully  stand  behind  the  unit  acquiring  the  new  KC-46A. 

’if 
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The  Ohio  ANG  is  the  most  efficient  and  cost  effective  way  of  using  these  aircraft  to  their  full 
capabilities  in  support  of  US  Air  Force  missions. 


The  towns  around  RANGS  have  a  large  population  of  people  with  the  technical  expertise  which 
will  provide  a  large  base  of  support  for  new  members  for  the  full-time  force  and  the  added  personnel 
for  the  KC-46A. 

Our  unit  and  its  members  and  have  received  many  awards  from  the  local  communities  and  fror  i 
communities  around  the  world  at  deployed  locations  for  their  support  in  many  missions. 


41-1 

Cont 


And  the  communities  could  use  the  the  new  jobs  for  the  new  aircraft  to  help  support  the  local 

economy. 

♦ 


I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  time  and  effort  the  NGB  and  the  Air  Force  members  have  put  in  to 
this  project.  I  would  hope  Rickenbacker  would  be  considered  as  the  number  one  selection  for  this 
important  step  forward  to  modernize  our  tanker  fleet  as  the  121  ARW  has  all  the  criteria  areas  covered. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Ronald  D.  Manuel,  SMS  retired  USAF 

Local  resident  of  Columbus,  Ohio 

Copies  of  local  newspaper  articles  are  attached 
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Rickenbacker 
good  steward  of 
our  tax  money 

I  respond  to  the  Monday 
Dispatch  article  ''Rickenback¬ 
er  makes  its  case."  A  few 
years  ago  I  was  privileged  to 
visit  the  Rickenbacker  Air 
National  Guard  Base  and  the 
121st  fiefueling  Wing  of  the 
Ohio  Air  National  Guard. 

As  a  pilot,  a  taxpayer  and  a 
military  veteran.  I  can  tell 
you  we  get  a  big  bang  for  the 
buck  we  spend  supporting 
these  folks. 

After  a  tour  of  a  few  KC-135 
Boeing-built  tankers,  1  was 
astounded  that  these  aircraft 
looked  like  they  just  left  the 
Boeing  factory.  One  plane 


was  vintage  1956.  The  grand¬ 
son  of  its  first  pilot  could 
easily  be  flying  this  airplane 
today. 

If  the  politicians  want  to 
save  money,  give  them  my 
phone  number. 

Meanwhile,  I  suggest  they 
give  Rickenbacker  personnel 
a  great  big  "well  done"  and  a 
pay  raise  for  guarding  our 
money  as  if  it  were  theirs, 
advice  the  Bandits  of  the 
Potomac  might  find  useful. 

This  wing  should  be  in  line 
to  receive  the  new  Boeing  767 
derivative  tankers,  not  a  pink 
slip. 

JACK  COWAN 
Upper  Arlington 

Good job 
on  road  work 
in  Grove  City 

I  congratulate  the  agencies 
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KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager  March  17,  2014 

NGB/A7  AM 

Sheppard  Mall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

ang.env.commentsiSiane.af.mil 

The  Honorable  Deborah  Lee  James 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Subject:  "KC-46A  Beddown  EiS” 

Today  I'm  writing  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Canai  Winchester  in  support  of  the  Rickenbacker  AFB 
Coiumbus,  Ohio  Beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Aircraft.  Rickenbacker  has  been  a  iarge  part  of  our  community 
for  more  than  sixty  years  and  has  always  been  an  important  and  responsible  member  of  our  community. 
The  Ohio  Air  National  Guard's  121“  ARW  home  at  Rickenbacker  AFB  has  a  history  of  outstanding  service 
and  performance  for  many  Central  Ohio  communities  and  our  Nation's  refueling  missions  abroad  and  at 
home. 

The  infrastructure  and  environment  at  Rickenbacker  is  the  best  there  is  and  its  iocation  has  made  it 
easily  accessible  to  any  part  of  the  United  States  and  our  U.S.  Capitol  within  minutes.  Additionally 
refueling  missions  are  accomplished  easily  from  Rickenbacker  to  the  Southeastern  part  of  the  United 
States  for  its  iarge  inventory  of  Fighter  and  Cargo  aircraft. 

Local  Central  Ohio  Communities  are  strong  supporters  of  The  12l“  ARW,  Rickenbacker  AFB  and  its 
residents,  as  is  Rickenbacker  and  the  12l”  ARW  to  our  communities.  The  schools  are  second  to  none 
and  will  support  the  additional  students  the  KC-46A  Beddown  will  bring  to  the  area.  Our  cost  of  living  is 
low  compared  to  most  regions  and  our  amenities  make  the  area  quite  attractive  and  appropriate  for  and 
active  unit. 

The  City  of  Canal  Winchester  and  its  residents  encourage  you  to  continue  to  support  Rickenbacker  AFB 
and  the  121“  ARW  with  the  KC-46A  Beddown  EIS  so  it  may  continue  its  superior  service  to  our  Nation, 
the  service  it  deserves. 

Resp^tfull^Tx  X 

Michael  Ebert 
Mayor 

mebertlScanalwinchesterohio.eov 


4^ 


CITY  OF  CANAL  WINCHESTER 


36  South  High  Street,  Canal  Winchester,  OH  431 10  p:  (614|  837-7493  f:  (614)  837-0145  www.canalwinchesterohio.gov 
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THE 

NEW  ENGLAND 

- COUNCIL - 

March  14, 2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

.Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

RE:  KC-46A  Beddown  EIS 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

1  write  todaj  on  behalf  of  The  New  England  Council,  the  nation’s  oldest  regional  business  association. 

The  New  England  Council  is  an  alliance  of  businesses,  academic  and  health  institutions,  and  public  and 
pri\  ate  organizations  throughout  New  England  formed  to  promote  economic  growth  and  a  high  quality  of 
life  in  the  region.  The  Council  is  dedicated  to  identifjing  and  supporting  federal  public  policies  and 
articulating  the  i  oice  of  its  membership  regionally  and  nationally  on  important  issues  facing  New 
England. 

The  Council  has  a  long  histor>'  as  an  ad\  ocate  for  our  region’s  militari-  installations  and  believes  firmly 
that  these  bases  are  critical  not  onlv  to  our  nation’s  security,  but  also  to  our  region’s  economic  wellbeing. 
As  sucb,  we  strongly  support  the  selection  of  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  in  Portsmouth,  New 
Hampshire,  as  the  base  for  the  Air  Force’s  new  KC-46A  mid-air  refueling  tankers. 

Not  only  is  the  base  well  positioned  and  prepared  to  welcome  these  new  aircraft,  but  the  selection  of  Pease 
would  have  tremendous  economic  and  other  benefits  for  our  region.  First,  the  selection  of  Pease  would 
bring  mucb-needed  new  jobs  to  our  region,  including  70  full-time  and  50  part-time  jobs,  addition  an 
additional  $7  million  to  the  local  pavroll.  In  addition,  if  Pease  is  selected,  our  region’s  economy  and  local 
communities  will  benefit  from  $45  million  in  military  constniction.  Of  course  tbe  selection  of  Pease 
would  also  bring  a  variety  of  other  benefits  to  our  region,  including  enhanced  FEMA  region  1  response 
and  increased  cargo  and  aeromedical  evacuation  capacity. 

The  New  England  Council  is  proud  to  add  our  v  oice  to  those  of  Gov  ernor  Maggie  Hassan  and  the  entire 
New  Hampshire  Congressional  delegation  in  supporting  the  selection  of  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  as 
the  home  of  the  KC-46A.  If  y  ou  have  any  questions,  I  can  be  reached  at  (617)  723-4009. 


Sincerely, 


James  T.  Brett 
President  &  CEO 


The  New  England  Council 

98  North  Washington  Street  •  Boston,  Massachusetts  02114  •  (617)  723-4009 
331  Constitution  Avenue,  NE  •  Washington,  DC  20002  •  (202)  547-9149 
ww’Av.newenglandcouncil.com 
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In  reply  refer  to 
2013-FRA-24671 

March  10, 2014 
Anne  Rowe 

Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 

NGB/A7AM 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  Maryland  20762-5157 
Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

Re:  MOB  2  KC-46A  Beddown  Draft  EIS 

Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Hamilton  and  Madison  Townships,  Franklin  County,  Ohio 

This  is  in  response  to  correspondence  dated  February  1, 2014,  (received  on  February  10, 2014) 
conveying  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by  the  National  Guard  Bureau 
(NGB)  to  analyze  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  MOB  2  KC-46A  beddown.  Rickenbacker 
Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS)  in  Hamilton  and  Madison  Townships,  Franklin  County, 

Ohio  is  one  of  five  alternative  locations  being  considered  for  this  facility. 

As  stated  in  our  July  2,  2013,  letter  responding  to  the  NGB’s  initial  correspondence  regarding 
this  matter,  we  reiterate  that  the  Ohio  Historic  Preservation  Office  (OHPO)  has  no  involvement 
in  project  review  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  for  which  the  NGB  is  preparing 
an  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Rather,  we  are  responsible  for  advising  the  agency  in  its 
efforts  to  assess  the  effects  of  the  project  on  historic  properties  under  36  CFR  Part  800,  the 
regulations  implementing  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  USC  470). 


Appendix  B  of  the  Draft  EIS  contains  a  September  12, 2013,  letter  and  associated  Attachments  1, 
2,  and  4  fi-om  Robert  Dogan  of  the  NGB  to  Lisa  Adkins  of  OHPO  initiating  Section  106 
consultation  for  this  project  and  concluding  that  “a  potential  adverse  effect  to  Hangar  885  (at 
Rickenbacker  ANGS)  may  result  fi'om  this  undertaking.”  A  check  of  the  database  that  we  use  to 
track  Section  106-related  correspondence  suggests  that  OHPO  did  not  receive  Mr.  Dogan’s 
September  12,  2013,  letter. 

Please  re-submit  this  correspondence  and  the  associated  attachments  -  including  Attachment  3 
(Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives),  which  was  not  included  in 
Appendix  B  of  the  Draft  EIS  -  so  that  we  can  begin  consultation  intended  to  avoid,  minimize,  or 
mitigate  the  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  that  will  apparently  result  from  project 
implementation. 


OHIO  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY 
Ohio  Historic  Prtservation  Office 

800  East  17th  Avenue,  Columbus,  Ohio  43211  ph:  614.298.2000  fx;  614.298. 2037 
www.ohiohistorY.org 
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Anne  Rowe 
March  10,2014 
Page  2 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  by  phone  at  (614)  298-2000  or  by  email  at 
icook@,ohiohistorv.ore.  Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 


Sincerely, 


Justin  M.  Cook,  History  Reviews  Manager 
Resource  Protection  and  Review 


cc:  KC-46A  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall,  3501  Fetchet  Avenue, 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  Maryland  20762-5157 
Robert  L.  Dogan,  REM,  GS-13,  Plans  and  Requirements  Branch,  NGB/A7AM, 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue,  Joint  Base  Andrews,  Maryland  20762-5 157 


OHPO  Project  ID:  2013-FRA-24671 
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From:  ohiotaskforce  fmailto:  ] 

Sent:  Sunday,  March  09,  2014  9:18  PM 
Subject:  Ohio  is  fighting  for  the  KC-46 

Please  consider  all  of  what  central  Ohio  offers  before  you  make  a  decision. 
The  full  scope  of  capability  at  low  cost  has  not  been  evaluated  by  this  round 
of  assessments.  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Base  is  the  right  place  to  bring 
the  KC-46-  first. 

Thank-you 
Victor  \A/ilson 
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From:  Safley,  Robin  [mailto:rsaflevOpa.Bov1 
Sent:  Monday,  March  10,  2014  10:01  AM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 

Subject:  Draft  EIS  for  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at 
Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 

Attached  you  \«ill  find  our  letter  of  comment  concerning  the  above  referenced 
project. 


Ann  Safley  |  Historic  Preservation  Specialist 

Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation,  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum  Commission 
400  North  Street,  2nd  Floor  |  Harrisburg,  PA  17120-0093 
Phone:  717.787.9121 
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Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania  Historical  and  Museum  Commission 
Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation 
Commonwealth  Keystone  Building,  2"'*  Floor 
400  North  Street 
Harrisburg,  PA  17120-0093 
mvw.phmc.  stale.pa.  us 


Anne  Rowe 

National  Guard  Bureau 

A7AM  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5 157 


RE:  ER#09-2162-003-B 

DOD:  Draft  EIS  for  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  Nations 
Guard  Installations,  Pittsburgh,  Air  National  Guard,  Finley  Twp.,  Allegheny  Co. 


Dear  Ms.  Rowe; 


The  Bureau  for  Historic  Preservation  (the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office)  reviews  projects  in 
accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  in  1980  and 
1 992,  and  the  regulations  (36  CFR  Part  800)  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  as  revised 
in  1999  and  2004,  and  under  the  authority  of  the  Environmental  Rights  amendment.  Article  I,  Section  27 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Constitution  and  the  Pennsylvania  History  Code,  37  Pa.  Cons.  Stat.  Section  500  et 
seq.  (1988).  These  requirements  include  consideration  of  project  potential  effects  upon  both  historic  and 
archaeological  resources. 


Based  on  our  survey  files,  which  include  both  archaeological  sites  and  standing  structures,  and  ~ 
the  information  you  provided,  it  is  our  opinion  that  this  project  has  no  potential  to  affect  historic 
properties.  Therefore,  your  responsibility  for  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  for  this  project  is  complete.  Should  you  become  aware,  from  any  source,  that  historic  or 
archaeological  properties  are  located  at  or  near  the  project  site,  please  notify  the  Bureau  for 
Historic  Preservation  at  (717)  783-8946. 

If  you  need  further  information  in  this  matter  please  consult  Ann  Safley  at  (717)  787-9121 . 


46-1 


Sincerely, 


Douglas  C.  McLearen,  Chief 
Division  of  Archaeology  Si.  Protection 

DCMcL/ras 
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Cultural  and  Historic  Preservation  Department 
12  Wabanaki  Way,  Indian  Island,  ME  04468 


February  28,  2014 


KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM 

Sheppard  Hall 

.1501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A 
Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 


Dear  Sir/Madam. 


The  Penobscot  Nation  Tribal  Historic  Presei^  ation  Office  has  reviewed  llie  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations.  The 
Penobscot  Nation  recognizes  that  the  Preferred  Alteniative  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  Beddown  will  be  located  at 
Pease  ANGS.  New  Hampshire. 


It  is  understood  tliat  the  Proposed  Action  may  result  in  an  increase  in  tlie  frequency  of  use  and  number  of  operations 
conducted  within  the  airspace  currenih  used  by  the  KC-115.  The  Proposed  Action  states  that  no  new  airspace  will 
be  required  for  the  KC-46A  and  the  flight  operations  will  be  similar  to  the  existing  KC-1.15  aircrafts.  The  Penobscot 
Nation  would  like  notification  if  there  is  to  be  a  significant  change  in  the  flight  patterns  and  a  significant  change  in 
the  airspace  that  will  be  utilized  during  these  missions. 


47-1 


The  Penobscot  Nation  concurs  with  the  Cultural  Resources  stud)'  that  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  upon  any 
Penobscot  cultural  and/or  historical  interests  w  ithin  the  Project  Boundary  of  this  Proposed  Action.  The  Penobscot 
Nation  also  concurs  that  all  other  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  w  ith  this  Proposed  Action  will  be 
minimal. 


47-2 


Thank  you  for  consulting  w  ith  the  Penobscot  Nation  on  the  Proposed  Action  by  the  United  Slates  Air  Force. 


Sincerely, 

Chris  Sockalexis,  THPO 
Penobscot  Nation 
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From:  ]  On  Behalf  Of  Joseph 

Pescatello 

Sent:  Monday,  March  10,  2014  7:47  AM 
To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 
Subject:  New  KC-46A  at  Pease  ANG  Base 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 


I'm  writing  to  express  my  concern  over  locating  more  refueling  tankers  at 
Pease  ANG  base  in  New  Hampshire,  Pease  is  nestled  squarely  in  a  highly 
residential  area  and  residents  for  miles  around  already  suffer  the  effects 
of  regular  jet  traffic  from  the  existing  KC-135s  stationed  there. 

Our  homes,  schools,  parks,  churches,  etc.  already  have  to  live  with 
unhealthy  noise  at  all  hours,  seven-days-a-week.  The  smell  of  jet  fuel  is 
overwhelming  at  times  in  neighborhoods  around  the  base.  There  is  also  a 
wildlife  sanctuary  located,  literally,  at  the  end  of  the  runway  at  Pease. 

I'm  very  afraid  that  adding  more  tankers  will  have  a  terrible  effect  on  the 
environment  for  both  the  people  and  animals  who  live  here. 

This  area  is  a  quiet  enclave  in  a  pristine  area  on  the  New  England  seacoast. 
As  a  longterm  resident,  I  urge  you  to  please  consider  other  locations  for 
the  new  tankers  and  leave  the  New  Hampshire  seacoast  as  it  is. 


Sincerely, 

Joseph  Pescatello 


48-1 
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PO  RTS  M  O  UTH 

C'^AM*'  f  .  ..MERcr 

March  06.  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews.  MD  20762-5157 

RE:  KC-46A  -  Pease  International  Tradeport 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern. 

I  wrrte  today  on  behalf  of  The  Greater  Portsmouth  Chamber  of  Commerce  (GPCC).  It  is  the  mission 
of  the  GPCC  to  be  the  advocate  for  its  members  on  issues  and  community  concerns  affecting 
business  Our  fundamental  objectives  are  as  follows 

•  Provide  leadership  in  economic  development  in  the  Portsmouth  area  and  in  the 
seacoast 

•  Effectively  influence  deosions  about  legislative  and  regional  issues  of  interest  to 
members 

•  Identify  and  serve  interest  and  needs  of  members,  while  expanding  membership 

•  Encourage  community  development  In  education,  safety,  transportation, 
environment,  health,  culture  and  recreation. 

•  Ensure  the  future  of  the  organization  and  its  mission  through  financial  stability  and  growth 
and  development  of  future  Chamber  leadership 

The  GPCC  has  a  long  history  as  an  advocate  for  the  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  (Pease)  and 
believes  firmly  that  this  base  is  cntical  not  only  to  our  nation  s  security,  but  also  to  our  region  s 
economic  well  being.  As  such,  we  strongly  support  the  selection  of  Pease  in  Portsmouth,  New 
Hampshire  as  the  base  for  the  Air  Force's  new  KC-46A  mid-air  refueling  tankers  Not  only  is  Pease 
well  positioned  and  prepared  to  welcome  these  new  aircraft  but  the  selection  of  Pease  would  have 
tremendous  economic  and  other  benefits  for  our  region  First,  the  selection  of  Pease  would  bong 
much-needed  new  jobs  to  our  region,  including  70  full-time  and  50  part-time  jobs,  resulting  in  an 
additional  S7  million  to  the  local  payroll  In  addition,  if  Pease  is  selected  our  region's  economy  and 
local  communities  will  benefit  from  $45  million  in  military  construction.  Of  course  the  selection  of 
Pease  would  also  bring  a  variety  of  other  benefits  to  our  region,  including  enhanced  FEMA  region  1 
response  and  increased  cargo  and  aero  medical  evacuation  capacity 

The  GPCC  IS  proud  to  add  our  voice  to  those  of  Governor  Maggie  Hassan  and  the  entire  New 
Hampshire  Congressional  delegation  in  supporting  the  selection  of  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  as 
the  home  of  the  KC-46A  If  you  have  any  questons,  I  can  be  reached  at  (603)  61 0-55 1 6. 
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MATT  SMITH 
SCNATK  BOX  a0X037 
THE  STATE  CAPITOU 
MARRISBUBO.  PA  17I20>3037 
71  7>787-Sa3»  ♦  PAXt  717-772-^437 


3t«  CASTLE  SHANNON  BLVD. 
PITTSBURGH.  PA  18234 
4I2-S7I-216*  •  PAX:  412-571-2000 


100S  BEAVER  GRADE  ROAD 
SUITE  230 

PITTSBURGH,  PA  1S10S 
4t2-2ea*22SO*  PAX:  412-2e2-«3«4 


PETERS  TWP.  MUNICIPAL  BUILDING 
610  EAST  MCMURRAV  ROAD 
MCMURRAY.  PA  1S3I7 
724-642-72 1 0  ♦  PAX :  724-942-72 1 1 
TVCaOAVS  ANO  THURSDAY* 

KMAii.:  SenatorSfntiYOpA9enat6.com 
YYEiisitc.  www.S*natorMattSmith.csm 


March  24, 2014 


Via  First  Class  V.S.  Mail 


Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

As  the  National  Guard  Bureau  solicits  public  comment  and  analyzes  potential  environmental 
consequences  of  selecting  one  of  several  Air  National  Guard  units  to  serve  as  the  2"“*  Main 
Operating  Base  (MOB  2)  of  the  KC-46A  tanker,  I  write  to  comment  on  the  key  advantages  and 
minimal  environmental  impacts  in  selecting  the  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station,  home  to 
the  1 71"  Air  Refueling  Wing  of  the  Pennsylvania  Air  National  Guard. 

As  the  State  Senator  representing  Pennsylvania’s  37**'  Senatorial  District,  I  have  the  distinct 
pleasure  of  representing  the  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station,  and  as  a  board  member  of  the 
Allegheny  County  Airport  Authority  (ACAA),  enjoy  the  partnership  these  two  organizations  have 

fostered.  The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  has  shown  there  to  be  minimal  _ 

environmental  impacts  to  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  the  1 7 1 ".  In  fact,  the  draft  finds  there 
will  be  a  decrease  in  noise  disturbance  and  the  existing  facilities  for  fire  response  and  crash 
recovery  meet  the  KC-46A  beddown  requirements.  The  draft  EIS  also  notes  the  171"  has  recently 
completed  their  53"“  consecutive  year  and  over  230,000  flying  hours  without  a  Class-A  mishap. 
These  factors  make  the  1 71"  a  strong  candidate  for  selection  to  house  the  KC-46A.  As  you 
consider  the  viability  of  this  site,  I  also  encourage  you  to  consider  the  financial  and  operational 
advantages  and  efficiencies  that  make  the  171"  uniquely  suited  to  serve  as  the  MOB  2  of  the  new 
KC-46A  tanker  fleet.  I  would  also  like  to  call  to  your  attention  the  unique  and  intimate 
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relationship  the  171®‘  has  with  the  local  civilian  and  business  community  and  the  regional 
military  community  of  Western  Pennsylvania. 

It  is  my  understanding  the  171*'  was  chosen  to  be  one  of  five  alternative  locations  based 
on  several  criteria,  including,  but  not  limited  to:  its  strategic  location  within  a  90  minute 
flight  time  to  70%  of  the  U.S.  population  which  also  covers  six  FEMA  Regions,  and  its  50-1 
collaboration  with  the  Pittsburgh  International  Airport,  which  provides  the  unit  with  Cont. 

access  to  four  runways,  inexpensive  service  agreements  with  ACAA  fire  and  rescue 
operations,  world-class  snow  removal  operations,  and  around-the-clock  tower  support 
with  no  air  traffic  restrictions.  This  cost  savings  agreement,  in  addition  to  the  nominal 
infrastructure  expenses  required  to  convert  existing  facilities  to  accommodate  new  KC- 

46A  tankers,  can  save  the  USAF  millions  in  operational  expenses.  The  171*'  is  in  close  _ 

proximity  to  various  military  entities  and  has  shown  a  willingness  and  vision  to  work 
cooperatively  with  other  branches  of  the  military  with  the  goal  of  streamlining  services 
and  sharing  costs.  Nearby  installations  include  the  91 1“'  Airlift  Wing  of  the  Air  Force 
Reserve  and  the  McGarity  U.S.  Army  Reserve  Center.  In  the  near  future,  a  Navy 
Operations  Center  will  be  co-locating  with  the  911"’  Airlift  Wing,  and  a  Post  Exchange 
and  Commissary  are  being  constructed  a  short  distance  from  the  171st. 

I  believe  the  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  a  proven  and  efficient  installation  that 
merits  thorough  consideration  for  the  selection  of  the  MOB  2  beddown  of  the  KC-46A 
fleet.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  If  I  can  provide  additional  information,  please 
do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


MATT  SMITH 
State  Senator 
37"’  Senate  District 
www.SenatorMattSmith.com 


cc:  The  Honorable  Deborah  Lee  James,  Secretary,  United  States  Air  Force 
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March  21. 2014 


Mr.  Robert  Dogan 

KC-46A  Program  Manager 

National  Guard  Bureaa/A7AM 

Shepperd  Mall 

3501  Fctchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MI)  20762-5157 


Dear  Mr.  Dogan: 

We  write  today  to  express  our  support  for  I'orbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base  (Forbes 
ANGB)  to  serve  as  the  Air  National  Guard  Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2)  for  the  KC- 
46A  tanker  refueling  mission. 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  recently  announced,  and  made  a  case  in  favor  of 
designating  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  (Pease  ANGS)  as  the  "preferred  alternative"  for 
the  Air  National  Guard  operating  mission.  We  certainly  respect  and  appreciate  the  basis  for  the 
United  States  Air  Force's  (USAF)  decision  selecting  Pease  ANGS.  It  is  our  belief  that  that  the 
1 9()th  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW)  at  Forbes  continues  to  be  a  top  candidate  and  an  excellent 
choice  for  the  KC'-46A  mission  for  the  MOB  2  requirement,  and  in  future  basing  rounds. 

We  would  like  to  share  a  number  of  additive  factors  below  to  realJ'irm  Forbes  Field's 
demonstrable  track  record  of  success. 

Facilities  and  Location 

The  Air  Force's  analysis  demonstrates  that  Forbes  Field  has  the  infrastructure  capability 
necessary  to  support  the  KC-46A  mission.  Currently  at  Forbes  ANGB  there  are: 

•’  Two  runways  ( 1 2.800x  1 50  &  7.000X  1 50). 

•  Fxisting  ramp  space  for  16  aircral). 

•  Five  hangar  spaces  (3  fully  closed). 

Forbes  enjoys  unencumbered  airspace  with  access  to  the  highest  density  of  refueling 
operations  in  the  Continental  United  States  (CONUS)  for  which  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  site  will 
provide  support.  Additionally,  there  are  Operations  and  Maintenance  facilities  that  can  house 
additional  Ainnen  with  no  additional  cost  or  construction. 

KC-IJ5  Operations  in  Kansas 

In  2013.  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  was  selected  as  the  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  1) 
for  the  KC-46A  mission  for  a  w'ealth  of  reasons,  but  its  successful  history  of  operation  with  the 
KC-135  tanker  since  1971  was  one  of  the  most  obvious  and  signillcant.  Fqually,  since  1978  the 
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1 90th  ARW  at  Forbes  has  conducted  KC- 1 35  refueling  operations.  Like  McConnell  AF B,  Forbes 
has  a  successful  and  longstanding  history  of  tanker  operations  as  a  major  force  in  the  refueling  of 
military  aircraft. 

By  bringing  the  centralizing  the  KC-46A  mission  around  tanker  experts  at  Forbes  and 
McConnell,  base  leadership  and  the  community  can  be  a.ssured  that  not  only  will  the  transition  be 
significantly  easier  than  alternative  bases,  but  that  the  continuation  of  this  mission,  which  will 
house  the  next  generation  of  aircraft  and  pilots,  will  ensure  the  installation  will  continue  to  play  a 
crucial  role  in  military  operations  for  decades  to  come. 

Community  Support  /  Cost  of  Living 

■fherc  has  continued  to  be  strong  community  support  for  the  MOB  2  operation  at  Forbes 
Field.  I'he  State  and  Local  governments,  in  coordination  with  military  installations,  have  come 
together  to  ensure  noise  contours,  appropriate  zoning,  and  to  promote  air  quality  initiatives.  Cost 
of  living  is  10%  below  the  urban  area  average  near  Forbes  ANGB,  which  calculates  to  some  of 
the  lowest  housing  and  local  area  costs  in  the  country. 

Achiplahility  for  an  Active  Association 

Forbes  Field  is  located  in  I'opcka.  Kansas  -  a  major  metropolitan  area  with  the  amenities 
and  high  quality  family  resources  (medical  care,  education,  etc.,)  of  importance  to  military 
families.  I'opeka  also  offers  well  priced  housing,  cultural  and  recreational  amenities  and  access 
to  a  major  metropolitan  airport  within  a  one  hour  drive  in  Kansas  City  Missouri  -  all  important 
family  support  components  for  a  highly  successful  Active  A.ssociation.  Forbes  is  also  located 
close  to  two  Active  Duty  installations  which  provide  the  military  support  services  (Human 
Resources.  Medical,  Commissaries  &  Exchanges)  of  importanee  to  military  personnel  and  their 
dependents.  Fort  Leavenworth  (home  of  the  Anny's  Command  &  General  Statf  College)  is  less 
than  a  one  hour  drive  (65  miles)  from  Forbes,  while  McConnell  Air  Force  Base  (site  of  the  KC- 
46A  MOB  1  site)  is  less  than  two  hours  by  car  from  Forbes. 

In  summary,  we  take  no  exception  to  the  Air  Force's  decision  to  name  Pease  Air  National 
Guard  Base  as  the  MOB  2  Preferred  Alternative.  We  understand  that  the  existing  Aetive 
Association,  along  with  many  other  positive  factors,  played  a  critical  role  in  the  Air  Force's 
selection  of  Pease  for  the  MOB  2  site. 

However,  we  would  be  remiss  if  we  did  not  explicate  our  unwavering  support  for  Forbes 
Field.  Led  by  strong  eommunity  support,  exceptional  infrastructure,  and  the  ideal  location  for  the 
mission,  Forbes  would  be  a  valid  choice  for  future  Air  National  Guard/ Active  Association  KC- 
46A  basing  considerations  bwhe  Department. 
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My  name  is  Karen  Benedetti,  the  VP  of  Marketing  at  Service  Credit  Union 

Tonight,  I  will  be  reading  comments  from  Gordon  Simmons,  President  and  CEO  of 
Service  Credit  Union 

Good  evening  all  I  am  sorry  I  could  not  be  present  tonight  for  this  very  important 
community  forum.  I  am  Gordon  Simmons,  the  President  and  CEO  of  Service  Credit 
Union,  and  Treasurer  and  Secretary  of  the  Board  of  Directors  I  joined  the  credit  union 
in  1974,  managing  operations  in  Germany  then  relocating  to  Portsmouth  New 
Hampshire  in  1995  to  serve  as  President  and  CEO.  my  current  position 

I  have  served  as  Director  and  Chairman  of  the  Defense  Credit  Union  Council  and 
Chairman  of  the  Armed  Forces  Financial  Network,  and  have  spent  many  years  in  direct 
contact  with  Air  Force  and  Army  command  headquarters,  military  community  leaders 
and  commanders,  as  well  as  Department  of  Defense  liaisons  in  Washington,  D  C. 

And  I  am  a  long  term  resident  of  Portsmouth.  NH  Thus  I  am  keenly  aware  of  the  role  of 
the  military  in  protecting  our  great  nation  as  well  as  assimilating  into  the  community  at 
large 

Senrice  Credit  Union  opened  its  doors  on  Pease  Air  Force  Base  in  1957  Today  we 
continue  to  serve  Pease,  communities  across  New  Hampshire,  and  military  worldwide 
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I  and  my  board  of  directors  are  keenly  aware  of  the  importance  of  a  robust  refueling 
capability  so  that  the  U.S.  forces  would  not  be  limited  in  their  ability  to  provide  a  global 
reach  The  new  KC-46  tanker  will  add  increased  cargo  and  aeromedical  evacuation 
capabilities,  providing  potential  lifesaving  capabilities  in  national  and  international 
disasters. 


The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG,  as  their 

preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  KC  46  beddown  based  on  an  operational  analysis, 

>• 

site  surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors.  Pease  is  in  an  ideal  location  to  provide 
support  to  the  nation  given  proximity  to  critical  refueling  tracks  for  missions  in  the  Middle 
East,  Europe  and  Africa.  The  location  allows  for  missions  to  be  shorter,  saving  time  and 
money,  thus  resulting  in  outstanding  value  for  the  country. 


We  also  understand  that  the  beddown  of  the  Pegasus  needs  to  be  sound  along  a  whole 
host  of  environmental  impacts.  As  such,  we  have  reviewed  the  requirements  of  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  process,  which  will  drive  the  Air  Force’s  final  basing 
decision. 

After  a  review  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Service  Credit  Union  is  pleased 
to  support  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46  aircraft  to  Pease  ANGS  based  on  no  measurable 
negative  impact  to  the  community  including  noise,  air  quality,  safety,  soil  and  water, 
biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  infrastructure  and  transportation,  and 
hazardous  materials  and  waste.  In  fact,  new  any  facilities  and  additions  associated  with 
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this  project  would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient  design  standards  and 
utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place. 

Socioeconomically,  there  would  be  an  uptick  in  economic  activity  associated  with  the 
construction  activities  at  the  1 57  ARW  installation  which  would  provide  short-term 
economic  benefits  to  the  local  community. 

The  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  noted  as  providing  approximately  $135  million  to 
the  local  economy.  The  Air  National  Guard  expects  the  Pegasus  coming  to  Pease  will 
add  an  additional  $45  million  of  construction  and  $7  million  in  annual  payroll  to  workers 
within  the  region. 

The  KC-46  mission  would  add  up  to  an  additional  171  military  positions  {a  12%  increase 
to  existing  157  ARW  personnel).  The  community  would  welcome  233  family  members, 
with  many  purchasing  homes  in  the  surrounding  communrties. 

The  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  the  most  logical  base  for  the  beddown  of  the 
Pegasus  and  will  ensure  that  Pease  remains  a  leader  in  our  nation's  defense  for  many 
years  to  come. 

Thank  you. 
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SERVICE 

CREDIT  UNION 
★  ★★★  ★ 


CORPORATE  OFFICES 

PO  BOX  1 268 

PORTSMOUTH,  NH  03802-1268 
March  6,  2014 


National  Guard  Bureau 
KC-46  EIS  Public  Hearing 
Portsmouth  Town  Hall 
Portsmouth.  New  Hampshire 

Dear  Sir/Madam: 


Good  evening  all.  I  am  sorry  I  could  not  be  present  tonight  for  this  very  important 
community  forum.  I  am  Gordon  Simmons,  the  President  and  CEO  of  Service  Credit 
Union,  and  Treasurer  and  Secretary  of  the  Board  of  Directors.  I  joined  the  credit  union 
in  1974,  managing  operations  in  Germany  then  relocating  to  Portsmouth  New 
Hampshire  in  1 995  to  serve  as  President  and  CEO,  my  current  position. 

I  have  served  as  Director  and  Chairman  of  the  Defense  Credit  Union  Council  and 
Chairman  of  the  Armed  Forces  Financial  Network,  and  have  spent  many  years  in  direct 
contact  with  Air  Force  and  Army  command  headquarters,  military  community  leaders 
and  commanders,  as  well  as  Department  of  Defense  liaisons  in  Washington,  D.C. 

I  am  a  long  term  resident  of  Portsmouth,  NH.  Thus  I  am  keenly  aware  of  the  role 
of  the  military  in  protecting  our  great  nation  as  well  as  assimilating  into  the  community  at 
large. 

Service  Credit  Union  opened  its  doors  on  Pease  Air  Force  Base  in  1957.  Today 
we  continue  to  serve  Pease,  communities  across  New  Hampshire,  and  military 
worldwide. 

The  Service  Credit  Union  Board  of  Directors  and  I  are  keenly  aware  of  the 
importance  of  a  robust  refueling  capability  so  that  the  U.S.  forces  would  not  be  limited  in 
their  ability  to  provide  a  global  reach.  The  new  KC-46  tanker  will  add  increased  cargo 
and  aeromedical  evacuation  capabilities,  providing  potential  lifesaving  capabilities  in 
national  and  international  disasters. 


The  USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157  ARW  of  the  NH  ANG, 
as  their  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  KC  46  beddown  based  on  an  operational 
analysis,  site  surveys,  and  military  judgment  factors.  Pease  is  in  an  ideal  location  to 
provide  support  to  the  nation  given  proximity  to  critical  refueling  tracks  for  missions  in 
the  Middle  East,  Europe  and  Africa.  The  location  allows  for  missions  to  be  shorter, 
saving  time  and  money,  thus  resulting  in  outstanding  value  for  the  country. 


»  «  I  a  I  c  «  I 


Credit  Unions' 


Office  ol  ffie  President 

Telephone  (603)  422-8300  •  Fox  (603)  422-8390 
3003  Lafayette  Rood  •  Portsmouth,  NH  03801 
www.servicecu.org 
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We  also  understand  that  the  beddown  of  the  Pegasus  needs  to  be  sound  along  a 
whole  host  of  environmental  impacts.  As  such,  we  have  reviewed  the  requirements  of 
the  environmental  impact  analysis  process,  which  will  drive  the  Air  Force’s  final  basing 
decision. 

After  a  review  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Service  Credit  Union  is 
pleased  to  support  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46  aircraft  to  Pease  ANGS  based  on  no 
measurable  negative  impact  to  the  community  including  noise,  air  quality,  safety,  soil 
and  water,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  infrastructure  and 
transportation,  and  hazardous  materials  and  waste.  In  fact,  new  any  facilities  and 
additions  associated  with  this  project  would  be  implemented  with  more  energy  efficient 
design  standards  and  utility  systems  than  are  currently  in  place. 

Socioeconomically,  there  would  be  an  uptick  in  economic  activity  associated  with 
the  construction  activities  at  the  157  ARW  installation  which  would  provide  short-term 
economic  benefits  to  the  local  community. 

The  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  noted  as  providing  approximately  $135 
million  to  the  local  economy.  The  Air  National  Guard  expects  the  Pegasus  coming  to 
Pease  will  add  an  additional  $45  million  of  construction  and  $7  million  in  annual  payroll 
to  workers  within  the  region. 

The  KC-46  mission  would  add  up  to  an  additional  171  military  positions  (a  12% 
increase  to  existing  157  ARW  personnel).  The  community  would  welcome  233  family 
members,  with  many  purchasing  homes  in  the  surrounding  communities. 

The  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  the  most  logical  base  for  the  beddown  of 
the  Pegasus  and  will  ensure  that  Pease  remains  a  leader  in  our  nation's  defense  for 
many  years  to  come. 

Very  truly  yours. 


SERVICE 
CREDIT  UNION 

jaordon  Sinfimons 
President/CEO 
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JCANNC  ShAHCCN 
New  Kamv»h<«c 


MtEd  States  Senate 


WASHINGTON.  DC  20510 


March  6,2014 


rhc  Honorable  Deborah  Lee  James 
Secretary  of  the  jVir  force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 

Dear  Secretary  James: 

ITiank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  basing  of  the  .Vir  Force's  ncv\  KC-46A 
refueling  tanker  at  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base.  1  have  been  a  strong  advocate  for  Pease's 
selection  as  one  of  the  lirst  bases  to  locate  this  new  tanker  and  1  am  pleased  to  continue 
supporting  this  critical  program. 

Pease  and  the  IS?"*  Air  Refueling  Wing  have  been  providing  continuous  air  refueling  coverage 
to  critical  combatant  commands  overseas  since  September  1 1, 2001 .  The  1 57th  currentlj  Hies 
eight  KC-135R  Stratotanker  aircraft  and  nearly  1,000  personnel  support  this  mission  on  a 
continuing  basis  with  distinction  and  pride.  Pease's  preliminary  selection  as  one  of  the  first 
locations  for  the  KC-46A  underscores  this  strong  record  of  success. 

Pea.se  is  the  preeminent  location  for  basing  of  the  KC-46.'\;  based  on  its  e.xperienced  personnel, 
open  airspace,  close  partnership  with  an  acti\e  associate  unit,  modem  facilities,  significant  ramp 
space,  long  runway,  cost  elTectiveness.  and  strategic  location  to  support  current  and  future 
requirements  for  the  military .  No  tilher  unit  in  the  northeast  can  provide  the  level  of  aircraft 
utilization  more  cost  cffcctit  cly  than  the  1 57th  .\ir  Refueling  \\  ing  at  Pease. 

In  selecting  Pease  as  tine  of  the  first  locations  for  the  new  tanker,  the  Air  Force  has  expressed  its 
confidence  that  the  perstinnel  at  Pease  will  continue  a  proud  tradition  of  excellence  and  service 
with  this  new,  state-of-the-art  aircraft.  I  know  the  Pease  community  will  rise  to  meet  the 
challenge  of  basing  the  KC-46A,  and  1  stand  ready  to  work  w  ith  the  U.S.  .Air  Force,  the  .Air 
National  Guard,  and  commimity  leaders  to  ensure  a  smooth  transition  to  this  new  generation  of 
tankers. 


Sincerely, 


Jeanne  Shaheen 
United  States  Senator 
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March  3,  2014 


Shawnee  County 
Board  of  Commissioners 

Shelly  Buhler,  1st  district 
Kevin  Cook,  2nd  district 
Bob  Archer,  3rd  district 


The  Honorable  Deborah  James 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 

General  Mark  A.  Welsh 
Chief  of  Staff  -  United  States  Air  Force 
1 670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 


Dear  Secretary  Donley  and  General  Welsh: 


The  Shawnee  County  Board  of  Commissioners  would  like  to  encourage  the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  bring  the 
first  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  to  the  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base  in 
Topeka.  The  190*'’  Air  Refueling  Wing  has  called  Forbes  home  for  many  years  and  with  leadership  from 
the  Air  Force  and  Air  National  Guard,  it  has  become  one  of  the  most  significant  tanker  operations  in  the 
country. 


Forbes  Field  has  excellent  facilities  and  would  easily  house  the  KC-46A  and  additional  Airmen.  In 
addition  to  the  excellent  facilities  at  Forbes  Field,  Topeka  also  offers  some  of  the  most  affordable  housing 
in  the  country.  Topeka  has  first  class  medical  facilities,  an  abundance  of  shopping  throughout  the 
community,  and  a  wide  variety  of  entertainment.  We  have  first  rate  schools  and  are  home  to  Washburn 
University  which  draws  many  students  from  throughout  the  world  as  well  as  our  local  students. 


We  have  always  been  proud  to  be  the  home  of  the  Air  National  Guard’s  190'''  Air  Refueling  Wing  and 
would  be  equally  proud  to  be  the  home  of  the  new  KC-46A.  The  Airmen  from  the  190'''  are  active  in  our 
community  and  highly  respected  by  the  citizens  in  our  community.  The  active  duty  Airmen  and  their 
families  with  the  KC-46A  Operating  Base  would  equally  be  welcomed  and  would  quickly  become  a  part 
of  the  Topeka-Shawnee  County  family. 


The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  strongly  encourages  you  to  consider  Forbes  Field  Air  National 
Guard  Base  as  the  new  home  for  the  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base.  We  stand  ready 
to  provide  whatever  assistance  we  can  to  assure  a  smooth  transition  and  move  to  Topeka. 


Sincerely, 


The  Board  of  Commissioners 
Shawnee  County,  Kansas 


Kevin  JtCook,  Vice  Chair 


Michele  A.  Buhler,  Member 


200  SE  7th  Street,  Rm.  B-11,  Courthouse  Topeka,  Kansas  66603-3933 
(785)  233-8200  ext  4040  •  Fax;  (785)  291-4914  •  E-Mail:  Commission@snco.us  •  Internet  Address:  www.snco.us 
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COMMfTTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES 
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COMMITTEE  ON  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
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Congress  of  ttje  ^nitcl)  States 

feouSf  of  3Rrprcsentatibcs: 

251ast)mgton,  DC  20515 


30  SuMtn  Mam  St«C£t 
Boc-cr^.  HH  03667 
;«C31 336-7700 
(€CT  336  7702  fTAAl 


March  6, 2014 


Dear  Friends: 

Thank  you  For  inviting  me  to  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  KC-46A  Pease  basing  proposal.  1  regret  that  1  cannot  be  with  you  in  person  this  evening. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  continued  suppt>rt  for  basing  the  KC-46A  air  refueling  tanker  at  Pease 
Air  National  Guard  Base.  1  have  been  a  strong  advocate  for  Pease  becaase  it  is  the  ideal 
candidate  for  the  KC-46A  due  to  its  proxunity  to  operational  and  training  refueling  tracks,  its 
aircraft-related  infrastructure,  its  training  flight  simulator,  and  its  Active  Duly  Association.  In 
addition,  the  1 57th  Air  Refueling  Wing  at  Pease  has  received  the  prestigious  Air  Force 
Outstanding  Unit  Award  eleven  times,  most  recently  last  year.  1  believe  that  having  the  KC-46A 
refueling  tanker  at  Pease  will  be  good  for  our  nation  and  for  our  area. 

I  hank  you  to  the  National  Guard  Bureau  for  organizing,  and  the  City  of  Portsmouth  for  hosting, 
this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Public  Hearing.  1  would  also  like  to  thank  all  of  the 
members  of  the  National  Guard  here  tonight  for  your  dedication  to  our  nation. 


Sincerely, 


Carol  Shea-Porter 
Member  of  Congress 


TWfTFD  ON  "RYTi  FO  »APF« 
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March  12,  2014 
Kittery.  ME  03904 


KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager. 

NGB/A7AM  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 157pping 


I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  include  New  Hampshire’s  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Air  Guard 
Station  in  consideration  in  the  MOB  KC-46A  Beddown  Air  National  Guard. 


This  location  best  suits  the  mission  of  the  Unite  States  Air  Force  in  facilitating  transit  to  and 
from  Europe  from  a  base  considerably  closer  to  that  theater  than  the  alternatives,  a  distance  that 
can  prove  to  be  a  critical  during  an  emergency.  The  NHANGS  and  157'*’  Air  Refueling  Wing  are_ 
a  good  neighbor  to  the  surrounding  community,  providing  employment  hosting  air  shows  and 
contributing  to  the  quality  of  life  in  the  seacoast  area  of  NH  &  Maine  in  more  ways  than  can  be 
listed  in  a  single  letter. 


56-1 


This  area  of  New  England  has  proudly  served  as  home  for  military  aircraft  since  just  after  WWII, 
and  it  welcomes  the  next  generation  of  air  fueling  aircraft  that  will  replace  the  aging  KC-135 
fleet.  While  those  jets  have  served  admirably  for  some  five  decades,  it  is  time  to  provide  their 
crews  with  an  aircraft  that  has  greater  capacity,  the  ability  to  serve  multiple  branches  of  the 
military  as  well  as  our  allies,  and  to  carry  cargo  and  medevac  missions  in  times  of  need.  _ 


According  to  the  USAF  Environmental  Impact  Study,  the  NHANGS  is  currently  responsible  for 
16%  of  flight  operations  at  Pease  International  Airport  (LAP).  Living  roughly  four  miles  from  the 
runway  1  am  occasionally  aware  of  the  noise  from  circling  air  tankers  while  working  around  my 
yard,  though  appreciative  of  the  airport  restrictions,  which  limit  low  approaches  or  touch-and- 
go’s  between  11pm  and  7am,  and  before  noon  on  Sundays.  At  least  in  this  neighborhood  NNE  of 
the  runway’s  mid-point  we  notice  much  higher  levels  of  noise  from  news  media  helicopters  and 
corporate  jets  than  military  aircraft.  It  is  my  understanding,  the  KC-46A  replacement  aircraft 
will  operate  at  or  below  current  noise  levels  of  the  current  air  tanker.  ■ — 


56-2 


Professionally  I  work  with  corporations  to  reduce  their  reliance  on  fossil  fuels,  decreasing  the 
impact  on  climate  change.  The  proposal  to  replace  the  existing  fleet  of  eight  KC-i35’s  and  I 
backup  with  the  newest  generation  of  air  tanker  is  a  positive  step  from  an  environmental 
standpoint.  The  US  Environmental  Protection  Administration  recently  designated  South  East 
region  of  NH  as  an  air-quality  attainment  area.  This  represents  a  positive  improvement  in  terms 
of  ozone  due  to  a  number  of  factors  including  a  more  comprehensive  focus  on  energy  efficiency 
at  both  the  state  and  local  level.  - 
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Employing  an  aircraft  that  consumes  less  fuel  at  and  assuming  the  current  level  of  6,140  annual 
field  operations  as  stated  in  the  EIS,  the  NH  ANGS  should  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
region’s  air  quality  or  sensitive  environmental  places.  Thirty-four  percent  of  the  area  adjoining 
LAP  consists  water;  the  Piscataqua-Salmon  Falls  River  Watershed,  Great  and  Little  Bays, 
Portsmouth  Harbor  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  The  statistics  mention  the  157  ARW  has  not 
suffered  a  major  mishap  in  a  decade,  reported  just  three  emergency  fuel  jettisons  2011-2012, 
and  fewerthan  20  BASH  collisions  per  year,  all  well  within  acceptable  standards  fora  military 
unit  flying  in  close  proximity  to  a  developed  area. 


56-3 

Com. 


My  only  concern  is  that  the  EIS  provides  an  incomplete  picture  of  the  NHANG's  impact  on  the 
local  economy.  The  data  included  in  the  report  (3-82)  includes  Rockingham  County,  the  town  of 
Newington,  City  of  Portsmouth  and  NH  in  terms  of  education,  employment,  housing  and 
population.  The  next  section  goes  on  to  list  the  Portsmouth  Naval  Shipyard  and  the  UA  Local 
488  Marine  Pipefitters  union,  as  two  of  the  area’s  four  principal  employers.  However,  both  of 
those  entities  are  located  just  across  the  state  line  in  Kittery,  Maine.  As  a  resident  of  this  region 
since  1984, 1  believe  that  a  more  accurate  assessment  would  include  York  County  Maine,  Eliot, 
Kitteiy  and  York,  ME  since  many  of  the  NHANG  employees  actually  reside  on  this  side  of  the 
border,  shopping  in  our  stores,  and  sending  their  children  to  our  schools.  While  one  might  find 
this  a  minor  point,  the  impact  of  the  157*'’  operations  on  the  entire  region  does  come  into  play  in 
the  event  of  a  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  process,  which  may  draw  from  previous 
government  documents.  For  this  reason,  I  would  encourage  the  USAF  to  included  expanded 
commentary  in  the  appropriate  section  of  the  final  EIS.  ~ 


56-4 


As  the  son  of  a  member  of  the  322""*  FG  of  the  USAAC  the  prospect  of  the  new  twelve  KC-46A 
operating  from  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Station  is  one  which  my  family  and  many  of  our 
neighbors  heartily  support. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  A.  Sheppard 
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The  Senate  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire 

107  North  Main  Street,  Concord,  N.H.  03301-4951 


MAR  IHA  FULLliR  CLARK  Slalc  House  Rm.  1 15 

Senate  District  21  (603)  27  i  -3077 

February  25,  2014 

National  Guarb  Bureau 

3501  Fechet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  Members  of  Ibe  National  Guard  Bureau 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  Air  Force's  new  tankers,  the  KC-46,  to  the  Pease  Air  Nationa: 
Guard  base  at  the  Pease  Trade  Port  Center,  Portsmouth.  New  Hampshire  I  believe  that  the  157“  Air 
Refueling  Wing  Is  Ideally  suited  to  be  the  first  Ar  National  Guard  unit  in  the  country  to  field  the  KC-46. 
The  157"’  has  established  a  track  record  of  unparalleled  excellence;  winning  the  Air  Force  Outstanding 
Unit  award  11  times. 

In  just  the  last  two  years,  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  has  reduced  energy  consumption  by 
approximately  35%  through  lacllity  modification  and  new  construction  projects.  The  KC-46,  with  its  new 
technologically  Improved  design  based  on  the  more  fuel  efficient  Boeing  767  airliner,  will  give  Pease  the 
opportunity  to  continue  this  trend  and  conserve  our  valuable  natural  resources. 

The  new  tanker  also  adds  IrKreased  cargo  and  aero  medical  evacuation  capabilities,  which  can  provide 
potentially  lifesaving  capabilities  in  national  disasters  and  for  overseas  missions.  Pease  is  the  ideal 
location  to  provide  such  support  to  our  nation,  close  to  strategic  refueling  tracks  for  missions  to  the 
Middle  East,  Europe,  and  Africa.  Its  exceptional  location  afows  for  missions  to  be  shorter,  saving 
millions  In  fuel  costs;  thereby  providing  an  outstanding  value  for  the  country. 

The  157"'  Wing  Is  a  vital  aspect  of  the  seacoast  economy,  generating  revenue  for  smail  businesses  and 
services.  It  Is  also  popular  with  thousands  who  work  at  or  arouTSd  Pease.  Currently  Pease  ANGB  provides 
approximately  $135  million  to  the  local  economy.  Bringing  the  KC-46  to  Pease  wMI  add  over  100  new 
jobs  and  provide  an  additional  $7  million  in  annual  payroll  to  the  region,  it  will  also  add  $45  million  in 
military  construction  to  the  local  economy 

Clearly,  having  the  Air  Force's  number  one  acquisition,  the  Kt  46,  based  here  in  NH  will  also  help  to 
ensure  the  continued  vitality  of  Pease  and  the  local  seacoast  communities  for  many  years  to  come. 

I  highly  recommend  to  the  committee  the  selection  of  the  Pease  and  the  15"'  Air  Fueling  Wing  as  an 
outstanding  site  lor  the  bedding  of  the  new  KC-46  tankers. 


Most  sincerely. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-301 


Final  -  June  2014 


i  1  u 


MOB-2:  KC-46A  Beddown 
Air  National  Guard 


Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process 


Public  Hearing 
National  Guard  Bureau 


Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Candidate  Air  National  Guard  Installations 


COMMENT  SHEET 


Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  proposed  beddown  of  KC-46A  aircraft  for  the  Air  National 
Guard  at  one  of  five  candidate  locations.  Please  provide  us  with  your  written  comments  no  later  than 
March  24,  2014.  Comments  may  be  submitted  at  the  meeting,  mailed  to  the  address  below,  or 
submitted  via  email  to:  ana.env.comments@anQ.af.mil.  Please  put  “KC-46A  Beddown  EIS'  in  the 

subject  line. 

■  ^  ^ 

1 - 


dr  A/f/r/pA/tZ  (a/ 

ArotJ-P 

/J}  < 

Over  for  more  space  — > 


Name: 

Address: 


’Please  Print" 


Do  you  wish  to  receive  a  CD  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement?  Yes _  No _ 

Do  you  wish  to  receive  a  hard  copy  of  the  Finai  Environmental  Impact  Statement?  Yes _  No _ 

HoXe:  Your  address  will  not  be  made  public  if  you  are  Just  requesting  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

Please  give  this  form  to  one  of  the  Air  Nationai  Guard  representatives  tonight  or  mail/email  to: 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM 
Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 
ang.env.comments@ang.af.mil 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-302 


Final  -  June  2014 


March  12,  2014 


Greater 


Topeka 

CHAMBER  &  GO  TOPEKA 


The  Honorable  Deborah  James 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 

General  Mark  A.  Welsh 
Chief  of  Staff  -  United  States  Air  Force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20330 

Dear  Secretary  James  and  General  Welsh, 

The  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce  strongly  urges  the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  place  the  first  Air  National 
Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  with  the  190"’  Air  Refueling  Wing  at  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base, 
Topeka,  Kansas.  The  ISO'"  ARW  has  worked  diligently  over  the  years  along  with  leadership  from  the  Air  Force 
and  Air  National  Guard  to  create  one  of  the  highest-quality  and  most  cost  effective  tanker  operations  in  the 
country.  They  have  done  that  with  the  strong  support  of  this  community  which  has  been  home  to  Forbes  Field 
since  1942. 

Forbes  Field  is  optimally  located  to  support  the  aerial  refueling  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense  as  well  as 
having  first  class  facilities  that  would  require  very  little  investment  to  house  the  KC-46A  and  additional  active 
duty  Airmen.  The  existing  ramp  space  will  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  with  room  to  spare.  Furthermore, 
a  recent  collaborative  effort  by  the  190“’  ARW,  City  of  Topeka,  Shawnee  County,  Topeka  Chamber  and  local 
industry  was  successful  in  rezoning  areas  around  the  base  that  will  help  protect  the  runway  from 
encroachment  for  years  to  come. 

In  addition  to  the  many  positives  Forbes  Field  has  to  offer,  the  greater  Topeka  community  is  also  well 
positioned  to  meet  the  needs  of  active  duty  Airmen  and  their  families  assigned  to  the  base.  The  Topeka 
community  has  the  necessary  quality  housing  to  accommodate  additional  personnel  and  their  families. 

Topeka  has  consistently  ranked  as  one  of  the  most  affordable  metropolitan  areas  in  the  country  for  housing 
costs;  additionally  in  2011  Topeka's  housing  was  ranked  #6  in  affordable  housing  for  veterans  in  the  country  by 
Livability.com. 

Topeka  has  also  benefited  from  several  large  corporations  that  have  recently  built  facilities  near  Forbes  Field 
that  provide  well  paying  jobs  that  military  dependents  may  be  interested  in.  We  have  high  achieving,  strong  K- 
12  public  and  parochial/private  schools  throughout  the  community;  these  schools  have  innovative  programs, 
newer  facilities  and  are  technology  rich.  Topeka  is  also  home  to  Washburn  University,  which  is  just  a  few 
minutes  drive  from  the  base  and  will  provide  Airmen  and  their  dependents  with  the  opportunity  to  receive  a 
college  degree  while  stationed  at  Forbes  Field.  The  University  of  Kansas  and  Kansas  State  University  are  both 
located  less  than  an  hour  from  Topeka. 
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Finally,  the  190'*’  ARW  has  built  a  strong  and  positive  working  relationship  with  the  Metropolitan  Topeka 
Airport  Authority  created  through  a  strong  commitment  to  public/private  partnerships.  This  lasting 
relationship  gives  the  190"’  ARW  the  ability  to  maintain  a  secure  and  low-cost  installation  by  sharing 
infrastructure  and  costs  for  dual  use  facilities  and  functions. 

The  Topeka  Community  actively  embraces  the  190'*’  ARW,  not  only  for  the  economic  impact,  but  for  the  many 
intangible  impacts  military  service  has  on  our  community.  190'”  ARW  personnel  are  locally  regarded  as  the 
highest  quality  community  members,  respected  by  both  the  business  community  and  the  citizens  of  Topeka 
and  Kansas.  The  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce  places  such  importance  in  the  190‘'’'s  presence  in 
Topeka  that  a  permanent  position  was  created  in  2004  on  the  Chamber  board  of  directors  for  the  190"'  ARW 
commander  to  be  assured  the  needs  of  the  190"’  and  their  mission  are  always  supported  by  the  business 
community. 

Additionally,  the  citizen  Airmen  from  the  lOO'"  are  our  neighbors  and  friends.  They  provide  our  community 
with  leadership  and  the  core  values  instilled  by  the  Air  Force.  We  are  proud  to  be  the  home  of  the  Air  National 
Guard's  lOO'"  ARW. 

The  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  community  stand  with  the  lOO"*  ARW,  the  Adjutant  General  and 
Governor  of  Kansas  to  encourage  your  attention  to  their  capabilities  and  readiness  to  accept  the  new 
assignment  of  KC-46A  tankers.  We  are  always  ready  to  provide  assistance  and  partnership  with  the  190"’  ARW 
and  express  our  desire  to  have  the  new  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  at  Forbes  Field  Air 
National  Guard  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas. 

Sincerely, 

Doug  S.  Kinsinger 

Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce 
GO  Topeka  Economic  Partnership 

Jim  R.  Ogle  Jr. 

WIBW  Channels 


Nell  Dobler 
Bartlett  &  West 

Board  Chair,  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce 


Allan  Towle 

Fidelity  State  Bank  and  Trust 


Coleen  Jennison 
Cox  Communications 


Karla  Clem 
M-C  Industries,  Inc. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-304 


Final  -  June  2014 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  B6-305 


Final  -  June  2014 


From:  susan  zimmermann''irifws  aov  [mailto:susan  zimmermann@fws.aov]  On  Behalf 
Of  Ohio,  FW3 

Sent:  Monday,  March  10,  2014  2:07  PM 

To:  ANGRC/NGB/A7A  NEPA  COMMENTS 

Subject:  Draft  EIS  -  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown 

TAILS#  03E15000-2014-TA-0844 


Dear  Ms.  Rowe, 


We  have  received  your  recent  correspondence  requesting  information  about  the 
subject  proposal.  There  are  no  Federal  wilderness  areas,  wildlife  refuges 
or  designated  critical  habitat  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area  The 
following  comments  and  recommendations  will  assist  you  in  fulfilling  the 
requirements  for  consultation  under  section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
of  1973,  as  amended  (ESA). 

The  Service  recommends  that  proposed  developments  avoid  and  minimize  water 
quality  impacts  and  impacts  to  high  quality  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  (e  g., 
forests,  streams,  wetlands).  Additionally,  natural  buffers  around  streams 
and  wetlands  should  be  preserved  to  enhance  beneficial  functions.  If 
streams  or  wetlands  will  be  impacted,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  should  be 
contacted  to  determine  whether  a  Clean  Water  Act  section  404  permit  is 
required.  Best  management  practices  should  be  used  to  minimize  erosion, 
especially  on  slopes.  All  disturbed  areas  should  be  mulched  and  revegetated 
with  native  plant  species.  Prevention  of  non-native,  invasive  plant 
establishment  is  critical  in  maintaining  high  quality  habitats. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  COMMENTS:  All  projects  in  the  State  of  Ohio  lie  within 

the  range  of  the  Indiana  bat  (Myotis  sodalis),  a  federally  listed  endangered 

species  Since  first  listed  as  endangered  in  1967,  their  population  has 

declined  by  nearly  60%.  Several  factors  have  contributed  to  the  decline  of 

the  Indiana  bat,  including  the  loss  and  degradation  of  suitable  hibemacula, 

human  disturbance  during  hibernation,  pesticides,  and  the  loss  and 

degradation  of  forested  habitat,  particularly  stands  of  large,  mature  trees. 

Fragmentation  of  forest  habitat  may  also  contribute  to  declines.  During 

winter,  Indiana  bats  hibernate  in  caves  and  abandoned  mines.  Summer  habitat 

requirements  for  the  species  are  not  well  defined  but  the  following  are 

considered  important: 
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(1)  dead  or  live  trees  and  snags  with  peeling  or  exfoliating  bark,  split 
tree  trunk  and/or  branches,  or  cavities,  which  may  be  used  as  maternity 
roost  areas; 

(2)  live  trees  (such  as  shagbark  hickory  and  oaks)  which  have  exfoliating 
bark; 

(3)  stream  corridors,  riparian  areas,  and  upland  woodlots  which  provide 
forage  sites. 


Should  habitat  exhibiting  the  characteristics  described  above  be  present  at 
the  proposed  project  site,  we  recommend  that  they,  as  well  as  surrounding 
trees,  be  saved  wherever  possible.  However,  if  these  trees  cannot  be 
avoided,  they  should  only  be  cut  between  October  1  and  March  3 1 .  If 
implementation  of  the  seasonal  tree  cutting  restriction  is  not  possible, 
summer  surveys  should  be  conducted  to  document  the  presence  or  likely 
absence  of  the  Indiana  bat  within  the  project  area  during  the  summer.  The 
survey  must  be  eonducted  by  an  approved  surveyor  and  be  designed  and 
conducted  in  coordination  with  the  Endangered  Species  Coordinator  for  this 
office. 


The  proposed  project  lies  within  the  range  of  the  northern  long-eared  bat 
(Myotis  septentrionalis),  a  species  that  is  currently  proposed  for  listing 
as  federally  endangered.  Recently  white-nose  syndrome  (WNS),  a  novel  fungal 
pathogen,  has  caused  serious  declines  in  the  northern  long-eared  bat 
population  in  the  northeastern  U.S.  WNS  has  also  been  documented  in  Ohio, 
but  the  full  extent  of  the  impacts  from  WNS  in  Ohio  are  not  yet  known. 

During  winter,  northern  long-eared  bats  hibernate  in  caves  and  abandoned 
mines.  Summer  habitat  requirements  for  the  species  are  not  well  defined  but 
the  following  are  considered  important: 

(1)  Roosting  habitat  in  dead  or  live  trees  and  snags  with  cavities,  peeling 
or  exfoliating  bark,  split  tree  trunk  and/or  branches,  which  may  be  used  as 
maternity  roost  areas, 

(2)  Foraging  habitat  in  upland  and  lowland  woodlots  and  tree  lined 
corridors; 

(3)  Occasionally  they  may  roost  in  structures  like  barns  and  sheds. 


It  appears  that  habitat  exhibiting  the  characteristics  described  above  may 
be  present  at  the  proposed  project  site.  We  recommend  that  trees  exhibiting 
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any  of  the  characteristics  listed  above,  as  well  as  any  wooded  areas  or  tree 
lined  corridors  be  saved  wherever  possible.  However,  if  these  areas  cannot 
be  avoided,  they  should  only  be  cut  from  October  I  through  March  31. 

If  there  is  a  Federal  nexus  for  the  project  (eg..  Federal  funding  provided. 
Federal  permits  required  to  construct),  no  tree  clearing  on  any  portion  of 
the  parcel  should  occur  until  consultation  under  section  7  of  the  ESA, 
between  the  Service  and  the  Federal  action  agency,  is  completed.  We 
recommend  that  the  Federal  action  agency  submit  a  determination  of  effects 
to  this  office,  relative  to  the  Indiana  bat,  for  our  review  and  concurrence. 


Due  to  the  project  type,  size,  and  location,  we  do  not  anticipate  adverse 
effects  to  any  other  federally  endangered,  threatened,  proposed,  or 
candidate  species.  Should  the  project  design  change,  or  during  the  term  of 
this  action,  additional  infomiation  on  listed  or  proposed  species  or  their 
critical  habitat  become  available,  or  if  new  information  reveals  effects  of 
the  action  that  were  not  previously  considered,  consultation  with  the 
Service  should  be  initiated  to  assess  any  potential  impacts. 

These  comments  have  been  prepared  under  the  authority  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq  ), 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (ESA),  as  amended,  and  are  consistent 
with  the  intent  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  and  the  U. 
S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Mitigation  Policy.  This  letter  provides 
technical  assistance  only  and  does  not  serve  as  a  completed  section  7 
consultation  document. 


Sincerely, 
Inline  image  1 


Mary  Knapp,  Ph  D 
Field  Supervisor 
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ES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  1 

POST  OFFICE  SQUARE.  SUITE  100 
BOSTON.  MA  02109-3912 


OFFICE  OF  THE 

March  24,  20 1 4  «egional  administrator 

Anne  Rowe 

NGB/A7AM,  3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Joint  Base  Andrews  MD 
20762-5157 

RE:  Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Second  Main 
Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 
(CEQ#  20140026) 

Dear  Ms  Rowe: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency-New  England  Region  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
United  Slates  Air  Force  (USAF)  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
establishment  of  a  Second  Main  Operating  Base  for  the  KC-46A  refueling  aircraft 
beddown  at  alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations.  We  submit  the  following 
comments  on  the  DEIS  in  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

TTie  DEIS  describes  the  work  necessary  to  establish  a  Second  Main  Operating  Base 
(MOB  2)  for  beddown  (homebasing)  of  the  new  KC-46A  refueling  aircraft.  The  DEIS 
analyzes  five  alternative  locations  for  the  action  including:  Forbes  Air  National  Guard 
Station  (ANGS),  Kansas;  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire;  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and,  Rickenbacker 
ANGS,  Ohio.  The  DEIS  identifies  the  Pease  ANGS  as  the  preferred  alternative  location 
for  the  beddown. 

According  to  the  DEIS  the  proposed  beddown  would  allow  for  efficient  regional  and 
global  refueling  activities  to  continue  with  the  deployment  of  twelve  new  KC-46A 
aircraft  to  the  selected  base.  Existing  KC-135  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS  (and  other 
locations  where  KC-46A  aircraft  are  deployed  in  the  future)  would  be  relocated  and/or 
retired  from  the  USAF  inventory.  TTie  DEIS  notes  that  the  Pease  ANGS  has  acceptable 
facilities  to  support  the  proposed  beddown  but  that  other  work  would  be  necessary  to 
support  the  action  including  renovations/additions  to  existing  buildings  and  hangars  on 
the  property;  taxiway  construction/upgradcs;  and  installation  of  new  fuel  hydrants  and 
lines.  The  project  will  also  result  in  a  23,61 7  square  foot  increase  in  impervious  area  on 
the  property.  The  DEIS  explains  that  the  construction  would  follow  Leadership  in 
Energy  and  Envirorunental  Design  (LEED)  and  sustainable  development  concepts  to 
“achieve  optimum  resource  efficiency,  constructability,  sustainability,  and  energy 
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conservation,  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  built  and  natural  environments 
through  all  phases  of  the  project’s  life  cycle.”  EPA  supports  these  sustainability  efforts 
by  the  Air  Force. 

EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DEIS.  Based  on  our  review,  we  have  no 
objection  to  the  preferred  alternative  as  proposed,  but  we  believe  additional  information 
is  necessary  in  order  to  more  fully  describe  and  clarify  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  DEIS.  We  have  provided 
specific  comments  in  the  attachment  to  this  letter  describing  our  concerns  and  look 
forward  to  working  with  the  Air  Force  as  necessary  so  they  can  be  addressed  in  the  FEIS. 
Our  specific  comments  focus  on  the  Pease  and  Pittsburgh  sites,  but  we  encourage  the  Air 
Force  to  provide  consistent  information  in  the  FEIS  for  all  of  the  locations  considered  to 
better  inform  comparisons  among  the  alternatives.  Based  on  our  review  we  have  rated 
the  DEIS  “EC-2 — Environmental  Concems-lnsufficient  Information"  in  accordance  with 
EPA’s  national  rating  system,  a  description  of  which  is  attached  to  this  letter. 

Please  contact  Timothy  Timmermann,  Associate  Director  of  EPA  New  England's  Office 
of  Environmental  Review  at  617-918-1025  or  timmermann.timothy@epa.gov,  with  any 
about  this  letter. 


II.  Curtis  Spalding 
Regional  Administrator 

Attachment 
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Summary’  of  Rating  Definitions  and  Follow-up  Action 
Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 
LO-Lack  of  Objections 

The  EPA  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes  to 
the  proposal.  The  review  may  have  disclosed  opportunities  for  application  of  mitigation  measures  that 
could  be  accomplished  with  no  more  than  minor  changes  to  the  proposal. 

EC-Environmental  Concerns 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the 
environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  application  of 
mitigation  measures  that  can  reduce  the  environmental  impact.  EPA  would  like  to  work  with  the  lead 
agency  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

EO~Environmental  Objections 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  significant  environmental  impacts  that  must  be  avoided  in  order  to  provide 
adequate  protection  for  the  environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  substantial  changes  to  the 
preferred  alternative  or  consideration  of  some  other  project  alternative  (including  the  no  action  alternative 
or  a  new  alternative).  EPA  intends  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

EU-Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  are  of  sufficient  magnitude  that  they  are 
unsatisfactory  from  the  standpoint  of  public  health  or  welfare  or  environmental  quality.  EPA  intends  to 
work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If  the  potentially  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not 
corrected  at  the  final  EIS  stage,  this  proposal  will  be  recommended  for  referral  to  the  CEQ. 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  I— Adequate 

EPA  believes  the  draft  EIS  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact(s)  of  the  preferred  alternative 
and  those  of  the  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project  or  action.  No  further  analysis  or  data 
collection  is  necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or  information. 

Category  Z-lnsufficienl  Information 

The  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  information  for  EPA  to  fully  assess  environmental  impacts  that 
should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  environment,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new 
reasonably  available  alternatives  that  are  within  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS, 
which  could  reduce  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  action.  The  identified  additional  information,  data, 
analyses,  or  discussion  should  be  included  in  the  final  EIS. 

Category  3-Inadequate 

EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  assesses  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts 
of  the  action,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new,  reasonably  available  alternatives  that  are  outside  of 
the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS,  which  should  be  analyzed  in  order  to  reduce  the 
potentially  significant  environmental  impacts.  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional  information,  data, 
analyses,  or  discussions  are  of  such  a  magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public  review  at  a  draft  stage. 
EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  is  adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the  NEPA  and/or  Section  309 
review,  and  thus  should  be  formally  revised  and  made  available  for  public  comment  in  a  supplemental  or 
revised  draft  EIS.  On  the  basis  of  the  potential  significant  impacts  involved,  this  proposal  could  be  a 
candidate  for  referral  to  the  CEO. 
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Additional  Detailed  Comments  Regarding  the  DEIS  for  the  Second  Main  Operating 
Base  KC'46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 

General  Comments 

Selection  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 

The  DEIS  notes  that  the  “...Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  considered  the  objective  screening 
results  as  well  as  qualitative  operational  factors  in  determining  the  alternative 
installations  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  mission."  The  USAF  subsequently  selected  Pease 
ANGS  based  on  an  analysis  of  operational  issues,  the  results  of  site  surveys,  and  military 
judgment  factors.”  The  military  judgment  factors  considered  are  listed  in  the  DEIS  but, 
beyond  the  general  list,  there  is  no  substantive  discussion  provided  to  explain  why  the 
preferred  alternative  was  selected.  Based  on  the  information  provided  in  the  DEIS  it 
appears  that  any  one  of  the  candidate  sites  analyzed  could  be  viable. 

While  we  do  not  object  to  the  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative,  we  believe  the  EIS 
would  benefit  from  a  more  detailed  description  of  how  environmental  factors  were 
utilized  to  select  the  preferred  alternative.  The  DEIS  presents  tables  that  outline  the 
potential  impacts  if  the  beddown  were  to  occur  at  each  base  but  lacks  any  comparative 
analysis  to  explain  whether  one  location  is  superior  to  another  based  on  the  impacts 
analysis.  It  would  also  be  helpful  to  understand  whether  the  environmental  and  military 
judgment  factors  align  and  how  this  might  affect  the  selection  process.  As  an  example,  if 
an  operational  goal  for  this  round  of  KC-46A  deployment  is  focused  on  regional 
refueling  support  along  the  eastern  seaboard  it  would  be  a  prudent  move  from  an 
operational  efficiency  and  environmental  impact  standpoint  to  select  a  site  like  Pease 
ANGS  (as  opposed  to  a  site  away  from  the  coast)  to  avoid  efficiency  losses  and 
potentially  greater  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  from  increased  flight  distances. 

Fuel  Jettisoning 

The  DEIS  explains  that  airbases  establish  jettison  areas  and  develop  procedures  to 
minimize  the  impact  of  fuel  jettisoning  on  the  surrounding  environment.  Beyond  stating 
that  the  new  KC-46A  aircraft  are  also  capable  of  jettisoning  fuel,  the  DEIS  does  not 
explain  whether  this  would  be  more  or  less  likely  than  with  the  current  fleet.  The  FEIS 
should  explain  the  expected  change  in  fuel  jettisoning  with  the  change  in  aircraft  and 
discuss  the  potential  health  and  environmental  impacts  on  affected  areas  (for  each  of  the 
bases  under  review)  as  it  relates  to  the  new  aircraft. 

Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  fLEEDI 

The  description  of  the  alternatives  mentions  that  LEED  and  sustainable  development 
principles  will  be  incorporated  in  the  construction  of  support  facilities  for  the  project. 
Additional  detail  should  be  provided  in  the  FEIS  regarding  all  of  the  proposed  measures. 

Miscellaneous  _ _ 

Although  the  DEIS  had  a  Glossary,  many  of  the  acronyms  were  not  listed.  A  complete 
list  of  acronyms  used  should  be  provided  in  the  FEIS.  _ | 
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Pease  ANGS  Alternative 


Air  Quality-General  Conformity 

The  Pease  ANGS  site  is  not  subject  to  General  Conformity  for  the  2008  eight-hour  ozone 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  (NAAQS,  the  2008  ozone  standard),  as  all  of 
New  Hampshire  has  been  designated  unclassifiablc/attainment  for  the  2008  ozone 
standard.  However,  the  General  Conformity  requirements  currently  remain  in  place  for 
the  1997  eight-hour  ozone  NAAQS  for  the  Boston-Manchester-Portsmouth  (SE)  NH 
area.  On  June  6,  201 3  (78  FR  34178),  EPA  published  its  proposed  rule  for 
“Implementation  of  the  2008  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  Ozone:  Stale 
Implementation  Plan  Requirements,"  where  EPA  proposed  revocation  of  the  1997  ozone 
standard.  EPA  has  not  yet  finalized  this  regulation. 

EPA  approved  redesignation  of  the  Boston-Manchester-Portsmouth  (SE),  New 
Hampshire  moderate  8-hour  ozone  nonattainment  area  to  attainment  for  the  1997  eight- 
hour  ozone  NAAQS  and  the  initial  10-year  ozone  maintenance  plan  for  this  area  on 
Thursday,  January  31, 2013;  (78  FR  6741).  We  point  out  that  the  Boston-Manchester- 
Portsmouth  (SE),  NH  maintenance  area  is  within  the  Ozone  Transport  Region.  As  such, 
General  Conformity  regulations  establish  applicability  rates  for  ozone  maintenance  areas 
inside  an  ozone  transport  region  as  equal  to  or  exceeding  the  rate  of  1 00  tons  per  year  of 
nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  and/or  50  tons  per  year  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs) 
see  40  CFR  §93. 153(b)(2). 

Applicability  rates  are  based  on  the  total  of  direct  and  indirect  emissions  of  the  criteria 
pollutant  or  precursor  in  a  nonattainment  or  maintenance  area  caused  by  a  Federal  action. 
The  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A  operations  at  Pease 
ANGS  is  calculated  at  158.92  tons  of  NOx  and  16.93  tons  of  VOC  as  stated  in  Table 
4.3.2- 1  “Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions.  1 57 
ARW.”  on  page  4-66  of  the  Draft  EIS  (also  Table  3.3-2  on  page  D2-5).  However, 
concurrent  with  the  beddown  of  the  12  KC46A,  twelve  existing  KC-135  aircraft  would 
be  retired  out  of  the  Air  National  Guard  fleet.  The  net  annual  emissions  from  the 
proposed  Pease  ANGS  Alternative  are  calculated  at  83.60  tons  of  NOx  and  13.31  tons  of 
VOC.  We  concur  with  the  DEIS  that  the  annual  level  of  NOx  and  VOC  from  the  Pease 
ANGS  Alternative  are  below  the  General  Conformity  applicability  rate  of  100  tons  per 
year  of  NOx  and  50  tons  per  year  of  VOC.  Therefore,  General  Conformity  is  not 
triggered.  — 


Stormwater 

The  project  will  require  coverage  under  a  National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination 
System  (NPDES)  construction  general  permit  (CGP)  for  land  disturbance  of  one  or  more 
acres  of  land.  If  this  threshold  is  surpassed,  the  Pease  ANGS  would  need  to  submit  a 
Notice  of  Intent  and  obtain  coverage  under  the  CGP  and  develop  and  implement  a 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  plan  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  most  recently 
issued  CGP.  — 
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The  CGP  is  available  at:  httD://www.eDa.(£Ov/nDdes/Dubs/cED20 1 2  linalncnnii.Ddf. 
Additional  information  is  available  at:  httn://cfDub.eDa.cov/npdcs  sionnwater'cuD.crm. 

The  completed  project  may  also  be  subject  to  the  multi-sector  general  permit  for 
stormwater  discharges  associated  with  industrial  activity  -  air  transportation  sector. 
Moreover,  if  any  dewatering  needs  to  occur  for  project  construction,  the  project  may  also 
be  subject  to  the  remediation  general  permit  if  there  is  dewatering  discharge.  The  FEIS 
should  discuss  these  various  permit  requirements  and  the  steps  the  Air  Force  wll  take  to 
ensure  compliance  with  stormwater  discharge  regulations. 

Since  this  is  federal  facility  the  project  should  be  designed  and  operated  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  Section  438  of  the  Energy  Independence  and  Security  Act,  which 
provides:  “The  sponsor  of  any  development  or  redevelopment  project  involving  a  federal 
facility  with  a  footprint  that  exceeds  5,000  square  feet  shall  use  site  planning,  design, 
construction,  and  maintenance  strategies  for  the  property  to  maintain  or  restore  to  the 
maximum  extent  technically  feasible,  the  predevelopment  hydrology  of  the  property  with 
regard  to  the  temperature,  rate,  volume,  and  duration  of  flow.”  42  U.S.C.  §  1 7094. 
Additional  guidance  is  available  at:  httD://www.eDa.uov/owow/NPS/lid/section438/. 

61-3  Cont. 

Water  Suonlv  _ 

The  DEIS  does  not  describe  or  acknowledge  a  drinking  water  supply  well  called  the 

Pease  Trade  Port  Haven  Well  [EPA  ID#  195 1020-002]  operated  by  the  Portsmouth  Water 
Works.  The  proposed  installation  lies  within  the  well’s  source  water  protection  area 
(SWPA).  This  gravel-packed  supply  well  is  approximately  4,200  feet  south  of  the 
proposed  facility.  The  FEIS  should  be  updated  to  include  this  water  supply  resource. 

The  DEIS  should  include  the  latest  raw  water  quality  analyses  for  the  Pease  Trade  Port 
Haven  Well  (i.e.,  inorganics,  VOCs,  SOCs,  PAHs,  etc.)  from  the  Portsmouth  Water 
Works  to  describe  cunent  ground  water  quality  under  the  proposed  installation  location. 
This  will  provide  a  basis  for  a  comparison  of  future  potential  drinking  water  impacts,  if 
any,  from  KC-46A  activities.  In  addition,  any  nearby  monitoring  wells  should  be 
sampled  for  the  same  constituents.  The  DEIS’  description  of  ground  water  impacts  (page 
4-74)  mentions  only  a  0.5  acre  increase  in  impervious  surface  from  the  project.  No 
mention  whatsoever  is  made  of  ground  water  quality. 

61-4 

The  fate  and  transport  of  storm  water,  deicing  chemicals  or  fire-fighting  agents  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  installation  are  not  clear  in  the  document.  The  FEIS  should 
describe  the  present  composition  of  storm  water  runoff;  and  what,  if  any,  changes  in 
impacts  will  occur  to  surface  or  ground  waters  from  the  new  facility  construction  and 
operation.  - 

Pittsburgh  ANGS  Alternative 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

The  DEIS  (page  3-105)  notes,  “Nineteen  ASTs  occur  on  the  171  ARW  installation  and 
are  used  to  store  diesel,  jet  fuel,  motor  gasoline,  aqueous  film  forming  foam,  potassium 
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acetate,  developer,  dye  penetrant,  emulsifier,  and  rinse  solution.”  The  location  of  the 
ASTs  is  not  shown  on  the  site.  The  FEIS  should  provide  a  map  that  depicts  the  location 
of  the  ASTs  in  relation  to  the  proposed  facility  construction.  The  safety  measures 
integrated  into  the  AST  should  also  be  discussed. 

The  DEIS  (page  5-27)  notes,  “Under  Alternative  #4,  the  total  number  of  flying  hours  for 
the  171  ARW  would  increase  approximately  34  percent;  therefore,  throughput  of 
petroleum  substances  and  hazardous  waste  streams  would  be  expected  to  increase 
commensurately.”  The  FEIS  should  discuss  if  the  current  hazardous  waste  management 
systems  can  handle  and  treat  increased  hazardous  waste  and  if  additional  options  have 
been  considered  for  incorporation  to  respond  to  the  projected  increase. 

The  Pittsburgh  lAP  relies  on  two  in-stream  treatment  ponds  to  treat  deicing  wash.  The 
ANG  should  consider  upgrading  its  deicing  facility  to  meet  current  standards. 

The  DEIS  (page  3-106)  notes,  “Hazardous  wastes  initially  accumulated  at  a  SAP  are 
accumulated  in  appropriate  containers  before  being  transferred  to  the  installation  CAP.” 
“The  installation  CAP  is  located  in  Building  501/502  (171  ARW  2009,  Tower  2013b).” 
Building  501/502  is  not  identified  on  a  map  in  the  DEIS.  The  FEIS  should  explain 
whether  these  buildings  are  within  the  study  area,  depict  them  on  a  map  and  discuss 
safety  procedures  incorporated  into  the  building  design.  The  FEIS  should  also  describe 
the  approximate  increase  in  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  if  the 
buildings  would  have  the  capacity  to  handle  the  additional  waste. 

61-5  Cont. 

The  DEIS  (page  3-106)  notes,  “OWSs  are  used  to  separate  oils,  fuels,  sand,  and  grease 
from  wastewater  and  to  prevent  contaminants  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and 
stormwater  drainage  systems.  Fifteen  OWSs  are  located  on  the  171  ARW  installation. 
These  OWSs  primarily  receive  discharge  from  floor  drains  in  maintenance  area  (171 

ARW  2012c).”  The  FEIS  should  provide  the  location  of  the  fifteen  OWSs  located  on  the 
171  ARW  installation  and  describe  whether  more  are  necessary  to  compensate  for  the 
proposed  action  and/or  to  control  waste  from  entering  the  sanitary  sewer  and  stormwater 
drainage  systems. 

The  DEIS  (pages  3-106  and  3-107)  identifies  three  closed  ERP  sites  and  two  closed 

Areas  of  Concern  (AOC)  at  the  171  ARW  installation.  The  DEIS  did  not  discuss  if 
contaminated  soils  were  removed  if  groundwater  is  being  treated  and  whether  these  areas 
are  subject  to  land  control  restrictions.  Since  the  Proposed  Action  can  occur  on  or  in 
proximity  to  existing  ERP  sites  and  AOCs,  this  information  and  how  the  proposed  action 
may  affect  them,  is  critical  to  assessing  environmental  impacts  and  should  be  provided  in 
the  FEIS.  _ 

Environmental  Justice  and  the  Protection  of  Children 

The  DEIS  (page  3-110)  discusses  minority  and  low-income  populations  as  well  as 
children  under  the  age  of  1 8  living  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Pittsburgh  ANGS.  However,  the 
FEIS  should  identify  census  tracts  and  blocks  depicting  these  populations  on  a  map  to 
show  possible  impacts  and  support  text  and  tables  provided. 
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Aircraft  Noise 

The  DEIS  (page  4-89)  notes,  “Aircrews  associated  with  the  KC-46A  would  continue  to 
practice  closed  patterns,  including  tactical  procedures  in  which  the  aircraft  climbs  or 
descends  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airfield.”  “This  procedure  is  currently  being 
flown  with  the  KC-135;  however  most  tactical  procedures  would  be  accomplished  in  the 
simulator  and  at  the  other  locations  away  from  Pittsburgh  lAP.”  The  FEIS  should 
estimate  the  number  of  tactical  procedures' to  take  place  in  the  simulator  versus  other 
locations  and  identify  the  other  locations  where' this  training  will  occur  and  associated 
impacts.  - 
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March  6,  2014 


Lt  Cot  Jason  R  0«nton,  NHANG 
IST”  Air  Refueling  Wing/Operalions  Group 
302  Newmartcet  Street,  Bldg  264 
Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base,  NH 

Re:  KC-46C  Environmental  Impact  Hearing 
Dear  Col  Denton 

On  behalf  on  the  Town  of  Hampton,  New  Hampshire  and  at  the  request  of  its  Board  of  Selectmen,  the 
Governing  Body  of  our  community,  I  write  in  strong  support  of  the  basing  of  the  Air  Forces  riew  KC-46C 
at  the  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  In  Portsmouth  and  Newington,  New  Hampshire. 

The  Town  of  Hampton  is  a  strong  supporter  of  the  missions  flown  by  our  157""  Air  Refueling  Wing  based 
at  Pease.  We  recognite  the  need  of  all  Americans  to  support  our  men  and  woman  in  uniform.  The  157“' 
performs  a  service  vital  to  the  security  of  the  United  States  and  her  citizens  and  we  are  proud  to  support 
the  wing  and  its  officers  and  men  for  Its  outstanding  service  to  our  Nation. 

We  support  the  permanent  basing  of  the  new  KC-46C  at  the  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  Your  service 
m  refueling  our  military  aircraft  traveling  into  and  out  of  the  United  States  provides  a  vital  and  needed 
service  that  should  not  be  interrupted,  to  do  so  would  adversely  affect  the  security  of  our  nation 

Your  efforts  should  be  strongly  supported  at  the  hearing  and  are  so  by  the  Town  of  Hampton.  All 
necessary  permits  and  authorizations  to  continue  and  expand  your  operations  to  meet  our  National 
needs  on  our  behalf  must  be  granted  for  the  benefit  of  us  all 

For  the  Town  of  Hampton,  New  Hampshire 


Fredericit  Welch,  Town  Manager 
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Westar  Energy, 


Mark  a.  Ruelle 
Pitauit-nl  Chief  Exeaitnv  Ofjk^r 


March  12,  2014 


The  Monorable  Deborah  James 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
1 670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

General  Mark  A.  Welsh 
Chief  of  Staff-United  States  Air  Force 
1670  Air  Force  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Secretary  Janies  and  General  Welsh, 

Westar  Energy  strongly  urges  the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  place  the  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  air 
refueling  tankers  with  the  190'’’  Air  Refueling  Wing  at  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base. 
Topeka,  Kansas.  The  190'’’  ARW  has  worked  diligently  over  the  years,  along  with  leadership 
from  the  Air  Force  and  Air  National  Guard,  to  create  one  of  the  highest-quality  and  most  cost- 
effective  tanker  operations  in  the  counti^.  They  have  done  that  with  the  strong  support  of  this 
community,  which  has  been  home  to  Forbes  Field  since  1942. 

The  190'''  ARW  is  a  wonderful  organization  for  Topeka,  the  state  of  Kansas  and  the  entire 
country.  We  take  great  pride  in  the  role  it  has  played  and  will  continue  to  play  in  defending  our 
country.  The  190"'  has  an  outstanding  record  of  service,  having  served  with  distinction  when  its 
personnel  and  fleet  of  tankers  have  been  called  upon.  Its  safety  record  is  stellar.  Maintaining  the 
190'''  ARW’s  effectiveness  with  the  new  tankers  would  be  a  wise  decision  for  the  Air  Force  and 
would  further  strengthen  the  Topeka  community's  pride  in  the  fact  that  the  Air  Force  leadership 
thinks  highly  enough  of  the  unit  to  consider  it  among  the  elite  of  Air  National  Guard  operations. 
The  KC-46A  air  refueling  tankers  would  be  a  great  addition  to  the  190'''  ARW’s  mission, 
allowing  it  to  continue  providing  excellent  .service  at  Forbes  for  decades  to  come. 

Forbes  Field  is  optimally  located  in  the  center  of  the  U..S.  to  support  the  aerial  refueling  needs  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  as  well  as  having  first-class  facilities  that  would  require  very  little 
investment  to  house  the  KC-46A  and  additional  active-duty  Air  personnel.  The  existing  ramp 
space  will  accommodate  the  larger  aircraft  with  room  to  spare.  Funhermore,  a  recent 


SIS  South  Kansas  Avenue  /  P.O.  Box  889 /  Topeka,  Kansas  66601 
Telephone;  (785)  575-6530/ Fax:  (785)  575-8061  /  Mobile:  (785)  213-6530 
mark.na4le&WesiarEnergy.com 
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colhihoralive  effort  by  the  190"’  ARW,  City  of  Topeka,  Shawnee  County.  Topeka  Ch.imber  and 
local  industry  was  successful  in  rezoning  areas  iu'ound  the  base  that  will  help  protect  the  runway 
from  encroachment  for  years  to  come. 

Additionally,  the  190"’  ARW  has  built  a  strong  and  positive  working  relationship  with  the 
Metropolitan  Topeka  Airport  Authority  created  through  a  strong  commitment  to  public/private 
partnerships.  This  lasting  relationship  gives  the  190''’  ARW  the  ability  to  maintain  a  secure  and 
low-cost  installation  by  sharing  infrastructure  and  costs  for  dual-use  facilities  and  functions. 
Recently,  United  Airlines  began  offering  twice-daily,  non-stop  jet  service  between  Topeka 
Regional  Airport  (located  at  Forbes)  and  Chicago's  O’Hare  Airport. 

The  Topeka  community  actively  embraces  the  190''’  ARW,  not  only  for  the  economic  impact  and 
How  of  jobs  but  also  for  the  many  intangible  impacts  military  service  has  on  our  community. 
190"'  ARW  personnel  are  locally  regarded  as  the  highest-quality  community  members,  respected 
by  both  the  business  community  and  the  residents  of  Topeka  and  Kansas.  The  Greater  Topeka 
Chamber  of  Commerce  places  such  importance  in  the  190"’’s  presence  in  Topeka  that  a 
permanent  position  was  created  in  2(X)4  on  the  Chamber  board  of  directors  for  the  I90"’  ARW 
commander  to  be  assured  the  needs  of  the  190'''  and  its  mission  are  always  supported  by  the 
business  community.  In  sum,  190''’  ARW  personnel  are  an  integral,  vitally  important  part  of  our 
community,  state  and  nation,  and  we  strongly  .support  their  continued  growth  and  strength  with 
the  addition  of  the  new  KC-46As. 

We.star  Energy,  The  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the  greater  Topeka  community  stand 
with  the  190"’  ARW,  the  Adjutant  General  and  Governor  of  Kansas  to  encourage  your  attention 
to  their  capabilities  and  readine.ss  to  accept  the  new  assignment  of  KC-46A  tankers.  We  are 
always  ready  to  provide  assistance  and  partnership  with  the  190'''  ARW,  and  we  are  glad  to  have 
this  opportunity  to  express  our  desire  to  have  the  new  Air  National  Guard  KC-46As  at  Forbes 
Field  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas.  It  is  a  GREAT  location  for  the  KC-46As! 

/ 


cc:  Ronald  W.  Krueger 

Colonel,  Kansas  Air  National  Guard 
Commander,  190''’  Air  Refueling  Wing,  Forbes  Field 

Doug  A.  Kinsinger 
President  and  CEO 

Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 
Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-319 


Final  -  June  2014 


NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 

3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


Ui  &  Wildlife  Servlee 


FEB  1  2  2014 

Kansas  Field  Office 
1  Febniar^ 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  INTERESTED  INDIVIDUALS,  ORGANIZATIONS,  PUBLIC 
GROUPS,  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES,  AND  PUBLIC  LIBRARIES 

FROM:  NGB/A7AM 


Sheppevd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 157 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Enviroiunental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A 

Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969,  as  amended  (42 
United  States  Code  [USC]  4321,  etseq.),  the  Council  on  Enviromnental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  [CFR]  Parts  1500-1508),  and  Air  Force  policy  and  procedures  Air  Force  Instruction 
(AFI)  32-7061  (as  promulgated  at  32  CFR  Part  989),  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  has 
made  available  for  public  revdew  and  comment  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations. 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  a  portion  of  the  existing  KC-1 35 
aerial  refueling  fleet  witli  the  KC-46A,  w'hich  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As 
such,  the  USAF  plans  to  identify  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and 
the  first  main  operating  base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF 
will  also  beddown  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by 
an  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  unit.  The  NGB  has  prepared  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  to  analyze  the  potential  impacts  of  the  MOB  2  ICC-46A  beddown.  This  letter 
references  the  MOB  2  beddown  only,  as  the  FTU  and  MOB  1  beddown  are  the  subject  of  a 
separate  action. 

The  Draft  EIS  analyzes  potential  enviromnental  consequences  that  could  result  fi'om  the 
proposed  beddown  of  KC-46A  aircraft  at  alternative  ANG  installations.  The  NGB  proposes  to 
beddown  12  KC-46A  aircraft  at  one  of  five  alternative  locations:  Forbes  Air  National  Guard 
Station  (ANGS),  Ransas;  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst,  New  Jersey;  Pease  ANGS,  New 
Hampshire;  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

The  NGB  also  invites  you  to  participate  in  the  public  hearings  at  one  of  the  times  and 
locations  listed  below.  The  addres  Date  | )  *-1 _ ^ 


)C 


No  Concerns/No  Comment 


i7u  fAKctULi-  _ 

^  1  leather  Whitlaw  (J 

^  Field  Supervisor 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Kansas  Ecological  Services  Field  Office 
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Diisinesy  Is  Our  Business 
CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 


KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGBA7AM.  SHEPPARD  H.all 
3501  Fktchet  Aveni'E 
Joint  B  ase  Andrews  MD  20762-5 1 57 


Canal  Winchester  Area  Chamber  Of  Commerce 

614-837-1556 

channber@canalwinchester.com 
20  North  High  Street 
Canal  Winchester  Ohio,  431 1 0 


FEnRtiARy27. 20  U 


For  the  consideration  of  KC-46A  EIS  Project  Mgr,  NGB/A7AM: 

The  Canal  Winchester  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  would  like  to  encourage  the  United  States  Air 
Force  to  choose  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station  as  the  beddown  location  for  a  squadron  of 
KC-46A  aircraft. 

Rickenbacker  is  a  well-established  Air  National  Guard  Station  that  currently  houses  aircraft  of  this 
type  which  should  minimize  that  transition.  The  facility  is  located  in  an  area  that  has  historically,  and 
will  continue  to,  support  and  provide  the  resources  required  to  keep  the  facility  a  vibrant  entity. 

The  Central  Ohio  area  has  all  of  the  amenities  that  make  it  a  desirable  location  for  the  ANG  members 
who  staff  the  facility  A  moderate  cost  of  living,  strong  educational  institutions  (for  ANG  staff  and 
their  children)  and  access  to  ‘quality  of  life’  features,  such  as  parks,  museums  and  entertainment 
venues  make  Rickenbacker  a  place  that  creates  a  dedicated  and  loyal  workforce. 

The  CWACC  appreciates  your  consideration  of  Rickenbacker  and  pledges  support  and  cooperation  to 
see  that  a  decision  to  locate  here  would  be  beneficial  to  all  concerned 

Sincerely, 

Erica  Wymer 
Chairman  of  the  Board 

Greg  Chamblin,  Sr 
Chairman 

Advocacy/Economic  Development  Committee 

Amanda  Lemke 
President 

Canal  Winchester  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
20  N.  High  St. 

Canal  Winchester,  Ohio  43110 
614-837-1556 
614-837-9901  Fax 
WWW  canalwinchester  com 
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City  of  Dublin 


Dublin  City  Council 

5200  Emerald  Parkway 
Dublin,  Ohio  43017 
Phone:  614.410.4400 


February  26,  2014 


www.dublinoMQusa.gov 


Mayor 

Michael  H.  Keenan 

Vice  Mayor 

Richard  S.  Gerber 


The  Honorable  John  A.  Boehner 
Speaker  of  the  House 
1011  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Speaker  Boehner, 

Marilee  Chinnid-Zuercher 


Timothy  A.  Lecklider 

Gregory  s.  Petereon  The  City  of  Dublin  Strongly  supports  the  selection  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
John  G.  Reiner  Station  for  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  KC-46A  Beddown. 

Amy  J.  Salay 

aerie  of  Council  National  Guard's  121®‘ Air  Refueling  Wing  based  at 

Anne  c.  o^e  ”  Rickenbacker  has  a  proven  record  of  exemplary  performance  in  the  air 
refueling  mission. 


In  addition,  the  location,  infrastructure  and  community  support  for 
Rickenbacker  throughout  Central  Ohio  provides  a  unique  benefit  to  the  Air 
Force.  The  geographic  location  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  makes  it 
well  suited  to  provide  responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand  for  aerial 
refueling  in  the  eastern  United  States  and,  in  particular,  the  heavy 
concentration  of  fighter  and  cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states. 


The  local  communities  in  Central  Ohio  are  strong  supporters  of  the  base  and 
its  residents.  The  community  amenities  in  our  region  and  the  low  local  area 
cost  of  living  make  Rickenbacker  AGS  an  appropriate  location  for  an  active 
association  unit. 


We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  support  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station,  which  will  greatly  benefit 
the  region  and  all  of  Ohio. 


Mayor 


Marsha  I.  Grigsby 
City  Manager 
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City  of  Dublin 


Dublin  City  Council 

5200  Emerald  Parkwav 
Dublin,  Ohio  4301 7 
Phone:  614.410.4400 


February  26,  2014 


WWW.dubllnohlOUSa.9OV 


Kayor 

Michael  H.  Keenan 

Vice  Mayor 

Richard  S.  Gerber 


The  Honorable  Steve  Stivers 
U.S.  Congressman 

1022  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington.  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Stivers, 


Marilee  Chinnid-Zuercher 


Timothy  A.  Ledclider 

Gregory  s.  Peterson  The  City  of  Dublin  Strongly  supports  the  selection  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
John  G.  Reiner  Station  for  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  KC-46A  Beddown. 

Amy  J.  Salay 

Deiic  of  Council  National  Guard’s  121®‘ Air  Refueling  Wing  based  at 

Anne  c.  oarke  Rickenbacker  has  a  proven  record  of  exemplary  performance  in  the  air 
refueling  mission. 


In  addition,  the  location,  infrastructure  and  community  support  for 
Rickenbacker  throughout  Central  Ohio  provides  a  unique  benefit  to  the  Air 
Force.  The  geographic  location  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  makes  it 
well  suited  to  provide  responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand  for  aerial 
refueling  in  the  eastern  United  States  and,  in  particular,  the  heavy 
concentration  of  fighter  and  cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states. 


The  local  communities  in  Central  Ohio  are  strong  supporters  of  the  base  and 
its  residents.  The  community  amenities  in  our  region  and  the  low  local  area 
cost  of  living  make  Rickenbacker  AGS  an  appropriate  location  for  an  active 
association  unit. 


We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  support  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station,  which  will  greatly  benefit 
the  region  and  all  of  Ohio. 


Mayor 


Marsha  I.  Grigsby 
City  Manager 
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City  of  Dublin 


Dublin  City  Council 

5200  Emerald  Parkway 
Dublin,  Ohio  43017 
Phone:  614.410.4400 


Febnjary  26,  2014 


www.dubImohKwjsa.Qov 


Mayor 

Michael  H.  Keenan 

Vice  Mayor 

Richard  S.  Gerber 


The  Honorable  Sherrod  Brown 
U.S.  Senator 

713  Hart  Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 


Dear  Senator  Brown, 

Marilee  Chlnnka-Zuerdier 


Timothy  A.  Lecklider 

Gregory  s.  Peterson  The  City  of  Dublin  Strongly  supports  the  selection  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
John  G.  Reiner  Station  for  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  KC-46A  Beddown. 

Amy  3.  Salay 

«  ^  ..  The  Ohio  Air  National  Guard’s  121®*  Air  Refueling  Wing  based  at 

Anne  c.  Clarke  Rickenbacker  has  a  proven  record  of  exemplary  perfonnance  in  the  air 
refueling  mission. 


In  addition,  the  location,  infrastructure  and  community  support  for 
Rickenbacker  throughout  Central  Ohio  provides  a  unique  benefit  to  the  Air 
Force.  The  geographic  location  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  makes  it 
well  suited  to  provide  responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand  for  aerial 
refueling  in  the  eastern  United  States  and,  in  particular,  the  heavy 
concentration  of  fighter  and  cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states. 


The  local  communities  in  Central  Ohio  are  strong  supporters  of  the  base  and 
its  residents.  The  community  amenities  in  our  region  and  the  low  local  area 
cost  of  living  make  Rickenbacker  AGS  an  appropriate  location  for  an  active 
association  unit. 


We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  support  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station,  which  will  greatly  benefit 
the  region  and  all  of  Ohio. 


J 


*'-^ichael  H.  Keenan 
Mayor 


Marsha  I.  Grigsby 
City  Manager 
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City  of  Dublin 


Dublin  City  Council 

S200  Emerald  Parkway 
Dublin,  Ohio  ■43017 
Phone:  614.410.4400 


February  26,  2014 


www.dublinohiousa.Qov 


Mayor 

Michael  H.  Keenan 

Vice  Mayor 

Richard  S.  Gerber 


The  Honorable  Jim  Jordan 
U.S.  Congressman 

1524  Longworth  House  Office  Buiiding 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Congressman  Jordan, 

Marilee  Chinnid-Zuercher 


Timothy  A.  Leddider 
Gregory  S.  Peterson 
John  G.  Reiner 
Amy  J.  Salay 

Clerk  of  Council 

Anne  C.  Oarke 


The  City  of  Dublin  strongly  supports  the  selection  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
Station  for  the  proposed  Air  Nationai  Guard  (ANG)  KC-46A  Beddown. 

The  Ohio  Air  National  Guard’s  121®*  Air  Refueling  Wing  based  at 
Rickenbacker  has  a  proven  record  of  exemplary  performance  in  the  air 
refueling  mission. 


in  addition,  the  location,  infrastmcture  and  community  support  for 
Rickenbacker  throughout  Central  Ohio  provides  a  unique  benefit  to  the  Air 
Force.  The  geographic  iocation  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  makes  it 
weli  suited  to  provide  responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand  for  aeriai 
refueling  in  the  eastern  United  States  and,  in  particular,  the  heavy 
concentration  of  fighter  and  cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states. 


The  local  communities  in  Central  Ohio  are  strong  supporters  of  the  base  and 
its  residents.  The  community  amenities  in  our  region  and  the  iow  local  area 
cost  of  living  make  Rickenbacker  AGS  an  appropriate  location  for  an  active 
association  unit. 


We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  support  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station,  which  will  greatly  benefit 
the  region  and  all  of  Ohio. 


incereiy, 

Jx 


J 


Michaei  H.  Keenan 
Mayor 


Marsha  I.  Grigsby 
City  Manager 
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City  of  Dublin 


Dublin  City  Council 

5200  Emerald  Parkway 
Dublin,  Ohio  43017 
Phone:  614.410,4400 


February  26,  2014 


www.dubllnohiQusa.Qov 


Mayor 

Michael  H.  Keenan 

Vice  Mayor 

Richard  S.  Gerber 


The  Honorable  Rob  Portman 
United  States  Senator 
448  Russell  Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 


Dear  Senator  Portman, 

Marilee  Chinnid-Zuercher 
TifTwthy  A.  Leckllder 

Gregory  s.  Peterson  The  City  of  Dublin  Strongly  supports  the  selection  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
Station  for  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  KC-46A  Beddown. 


Cleric  of  Council 
Anne  C.  Qarke 


The  Ohio  Air  National  Guard’s  121®*  Air  Refueling  Wing  based  at 
Rickenbacker  has  a  proven  record  of  exemplary  performance  in  the  air 
refueling  mission. 


In  addition,  the  location,  infrastructure  and  community  support  for 
Rickenbacker  throughout  Central  Ohio  provides  a  unique  benefit  to  the  Air 
Force.  The  geographic  location  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  makes  it 
well  suited  to  provide  responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand  for  aerial 
refueling  in  the  eastern  United  States  and,  in  particular,  the  heavy 
concentration  of  fighter  and  cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states. 

The  local  communities  in  Central  Ohio  are  strong  supporters  of  the  base  and 
its  residents.  The  community  amenities  in  our  region  and  the  low  local  area 
cost  of  living  make  Rickenbacker  AGS  an  appropriate  location  for  an  active 
association  unit. 


We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  support  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station,  which  will  greatly  benefit 
the  region  and  all  of  Ohio. 


J 


Michael  H.  Keenan 
Mayor 


Marsha  I.  Grigsby 
City  Manager 
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City  of  Dublin 


Dublin  City  Council 

5200  Emerald  Parkway 
Dublin,  Ohio  43017 
Phone:  614.410.4400 


Febaiary  26,  2014 


www.dubiinohiousa.QQv 


The  Honorable  Pat  Tiberi 


Mayor 

Michael  H.  Keenan 

Vice  Mayor 

Richard  S.  Gerber 


U.S.  Congressman 

106  Cannon  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Congressman  Tiberi, 

Marilee  Chinnid-Zuercher 


TinrKJttiy  A.  Lecklider 
Gregory  S.  Peterson 
John  G.  Reiner 
Amy  J.  Salay 

Cleric  of  Council 
Anne  C.  Oarke 


The  City  of  Dublin  strongly  supports  the  selection  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard 
Station  for  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  KC-46A  Beddown. 

The  Ohio  Air  National  Guard’s  121®*  Air  Refueling  Wing  based  at 
Rickenbacker  has  a  proven  record  of  exemplary  performance  in  the  air 
refueling  mission. 


In  addition,  the  location,  infrastructure  and  community  support  for 
Rickenbacker  throughout  Central  Ohio  provides  a  unique  benefit  to  the  Air 
Force.  The  geographic  location  of  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  makes  it 
well  suited  to  provide  responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand  for  aerial 
refueling  in  the  eastern  United  States  and,  in  particular,  the  heavy 
concentration  of  fighter  and  cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states. 


The  local  communities  in  Central  Ohio  are  strong  supporters  of  the  base  and 
its  residents.  The  community  amenities  in  our  region  and  the  low  local  area 
cost  of  living  make  Rickenbacker  AGS  an  appropriate  location  for  an  active 
association  unit. 


We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  support  the  proposed  Air  National  Guard 
KC-46A  Beddown  at  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station,  which  will  greatly  benefit 
the  region  and  all  of  Ohio. 


Sincerely, 

Michael  H.  Keenan 
Mayor 


Marsha  I.  Grigsby 
City  Manager 
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COLUMBUS 


J50  South  Ffool  51.  Suits  200 

January  24,  2013  coiumi>us.oH  41215 

•(614)2211321 

Colonel  James  V.  Jones  coiumtui  on 

Commander 

121st  Air  Refueling  Wing 

7370  Minuteman  Way 

Columbus,  Ohio  43217 


Dear  Colonel  Jones: 

On  behalf  of  the  Columbus  Region  business  community,  let  me  express  our  excitement  on  making  the 
short  list  of  locations  for  the  new  KC-46  Tanker.  Since  the  1940s,  Rickenbacker  has  continuously  and 
capably  hosted  military  aviation  operations  Military  personnel  and  their  families  have  found  the  Columbus 
Region  to  be  a  vibrant  home  in  which  to  live,  work  and  play.  We'd  be  honored  to  host  the  first  Air  National 
Guard-led  KC-46A  main  operating  base. 

Columbus  offers  the  vital  support  to  ensure  your  Airmen  and  their  families  feel  welcome,  grow  and 
prosper.  RickenbackeTs  host  community,  the  IS'"  largest  city  in  the  U.S.,  is  a  vibrant,  growing  metro  area 
Two  of  our  strongest  economic  drivers  -  healthcare  and  education  -  are  noted  as  critical  criteria  in  your 
review.  With  four  major  healthcare  systems  (including  a  major  children's  research  hospital  and  two  major 
cancer  treatment  centers),  Columbus  is  a  regional  center  for  medical  care  And  with  tremendous  choice 
among  K-12  education,  the  largest  community  college  in  the  region,  and  50  colleges/universities  and 
post-secondary  institutions,  Columbus  offers  more  education  options  than  practically  any  other 
metropolitan  area.  Moreover,  with  15  Fortune  1000  companies  in  the  Columbus  Region,  spousal 
employment  opportunities  abound.  And  finally,  with  a  cost  of  living  that  ranks  in  the  top  10  nationally 
among  major  metro  areas,  your  personnel  will  be  able  to  afford  the  dining,  entertainment  and  cultural 
options. 

We  know  you  will  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  our  Region  and  compare  us  against  other  competitors  to 
ensure  the  best  choice  for  your  people,  your  aircraft  and  your  mission.  But  as  a  metropolitan  area,  you'll 
find  no  better,  no  more  sustainable  home  As  a  former  AF  officer  and  as  one  who  chose  to  live  and  work 
in  Columbus,  I  promise  you'll  be  well  taken  care  of  in  Central  Ohio.  Your  KC-46  ANG  MOB  should  be 
Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  614.225.6917. 

Sincerely, 

Michel  Dalby  ^ 

President  &  CEO 
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COLUMBUS  REGIONAL  AIRPORT  AUTHORITY 

PORT  COLUMBUS  •  RICKENBACKER  •  BOLTON 


January  24,  2013 

Colonel  James  V.  Jones 

Commander 

121”  Air  Refueling  Wing 

7370  Minuteman  Way 

Columbus,  Ohio  43217 


Board  of  Oirectora 
Dwight  E.  Smith 
Chair 

Susan  Tomasky 
Vice  Chair 

Don  M.  Casto,  III 
Frank  CIpnano 
William  R.  Heifner 
John  W.  Kessler 
Wm.  J.  Lhota 
Jordan  A.  Miller.  Jr. 
Kathleen  H.  Pansier 

Elaine  Roberts.  A  AE 
President  &  CEO 


Dear  Colonel  Jones: 


On  behalf  of  the  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  and  the  Columbus  Region  business 
community,  allow  me  to  express  our  enthusiasm  on  making  the  short  list  of  locations  for  the  new  KC-46 
Tanker.  The  CRAA  would  be  honored  to  host  the  first  Air  National  Guard-led  KC-46A  Main  Operating 
Base.  As  the  Air  Force  examines  candidate  bases  for  the  initial  fielding  of  the  KC-46A,  we  want  to  express 
our  strong  support  for  the  Ohio  Air  National  Guard's  12l”  Air  Refueling  Wing  based  at  Rickenbacker  Air 
Guard  Station  (AGS). 

Since  1941,  Rickenbacker  has  been  the  backbone  for  military  aviation  operations.  Lockbourne  Air  Force 
Base  was  home  base  to  theTuskegee  Airmen  after  World  War  II.  The  332'’“*  Fighter  Group  remained  at 
Lockbourne,  now  named  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base,  until  1949.  This  rich  and  unique 
heritage,  which  includes  a  history  identified  with  Columbus-born  Eddie  Rickenbacker,  one  of  the 
facilities  used  to  train  Members  of  the  WASPS  (Women  Airforce  Service  Pilots),  and  home  to  the 
Tuskegee  Airmen  is  not  only  a  central  part  of  the  base's  identity,  but  the  larger  Columbus  community's 
history. 

Military  personnel  and  their  families  have  found  the  Columbus  Region  to  be  a  vibrant  home  in  which  to 
live,  work  and  play.  The  military  remains  extremely  active  at  Rickenbacker.  Today  the  U.S.  and  Ohio  Air 
National  Guard,  U.S.  Army  Reserve  and  Navy/Marine  Reserve  units  can  be  found  at  Rickenbacker.  This 
creates  significant  economies  of  scale  when  these  units  can  be  collocated  on  facilities  that  include  a 
significant  amount  of  community  investment  in  infrastructure. 

The  combination  of  the  infrastructure.  Central  Ohio  location,  and  community  associated  with  the  site 
and  the  proven  performance  of  the  unit,  would  give  this  location  unique  benefit  to  the  Air  Force.  The 
Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station  is  well  located  to  provide  responsive  support  to  the  significant  demand 
for  aerial  refueling  in  the  eastern  United  States,  particularly  the  heavy  concentration  of  fighter  and 
cargo  aircraft  in  the  southeast  states.  Rickenbacker  AGS  is  well  positioned  to  accept  12  KC-46A  aircraft, 
with  the  base's  Infrastructure  currently  supporting  18  KC-135R  aircraft.  Rickenbacker  also  offers  a  total 
logistics  platform,  all-weather  navigation,  a  Foreign-trade  zone,  and  U.S.  Customs  and  Border  Protection 
on  site.  CRAA  maintains  all  runways,  taxiways  and  navigational  aids. 

Additionally,  the  facility  stands  out  for  its  existing  infrastructure,  offering  not  just  one,  but  two  runways 
meeting  the  criteria  identified  in  your  sourcing  document.  _ 


Port  Columbus  International  Airport 
4000  inttanoRonal  Gateway 

CommOus,  OfHO  432t9 

PTKfn*;  514-239 -4000 
P<ix:  614  2^^4066 


Rickenbacker  lnternatior»al  Airport 

/400  Alum  OrauK  Dnve 
ColunXntt,  Oh*0432l  * 

Phone  014  491  1-WJ 
Pax.  614  491  oa&? 


Bolton  Field  Airport 
2000  Norton  Rood 
COMTlx*.  ONo  43228 
Phonu-614  «l-9900 
Tqx.  614^51  6960 
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Through  our  partnerships  with  counties,  cities,  townships  and  the  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning 
Commission,  we  have  been  able  to  leverage  public  and  private  investment  for  Rickenbacker,  We  have 
leveraged  over  $112  million  of  investments  from  the  FAA,  as  well  as  federal  and  state  grants.  We  are 
completing  the  grant  offer  and  acceptance  on  a  $16  million  TIGER  Grant  that  will  facilitate  the 
completion  of  $30  million  of  capital  projects  (East-West  Connector)  providing  better  access  to/from 
Rickenbacker.  In  total,  $177  million  has  been  invested  in  capital  improvements  at  Rickenbacker 
between  2003  and  2012,  excluding  investments  made  by  the  military. 

Columbus  offers  the  vital  support  to  ensure  your  Airmen  and  their  families  feel  welcome,  grow  and 
prosper,  Rickenbacker's  host  community,  the  15'’’  largest  city  in  the  U.S.,  is  a  vibrant,  growing  metro 
area.  The  economic  impact  that  Rickenbacker,  as  well  as  Port  Columbus  and  Bolton  Field  airports,  have 
in  the  Columbus  area  are  quite  impressive.  Our  airports  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  the 
economy  in  employment,  payroll  and  economic  activity. 

Summary  of  Economic  Impacts  [2012  Study  by  COM  Smith] 


CRAA's  Airports  Rickenbacker  Off-  Total  impacts 

Airport  Businesses 


Total  Jobs _ 38,374 _ 15,798 _ 54,172 

Total  Payroll _ $1.3  Billion _ $515.2  Million _ $1.8  Billion 

Total  Output _ $4.6  Billion _ $1.9  Billion _ $6.6  Billion 

The  Columbus  Region  is  a  test  market  of  the  United  States  because  of  its  diverse  economic  profile.  In 
addition  to  the  large  universities,  and  having  a  national  logistics  hub,  it  is  a  center  of  retail  brands  such 
as  the  Limited  Brands  and  Wendy's  and  the  second  home  of  Chase  bank,  which  happens  to  be  the 
region's  largest  employer.  With  6  Fortune  500  and  15  Fortune  1000  companies  in  the  Columbus  Region, 
spousal  employment  opportunities  abound.  Nearly  190  companies  have  chosen  the  Columbus  Region  to 
locate  and  expand  since  2011,  and  the  Rickenbacker  Global  Logistics  Park  provides  up  to  29  million 
square  feet  of  additional  development  space  to  complement  the  40  million  square  feet  of  existing  space. 

Moreover,  Columbus'  cost  of  living  ranks  in  the  top  10  nationally  among  major  metro  areas,  meaning 
your  personnel  will  be  able  to  afford  the  dining,  entertainment  and  cultural  options  of  our  vibrant  city. 

Two  of  our  strongest  economic  drivers  —  healthcare  and  education  —  are  noted  as  critical  criteria  in  your 
review.  The  Chalmers  P.  Wylie  VA  Ambulatory  Care  Center  Is  located  in  Columbus  and  four  VA  Clinics 
are  located  in  the  regional  area.  With  four  major  healthcare  systems,  including  a  major  children's 
research  hospital  and  two  major  cancer  treatment  centers,  Columbus  is  a  regional  center  for  medical 
care. 

In  addition,  with  a  tremendous  choice  among  K-12  education,  the  largest  community  college  in  the 
region,  and  50  colleges/universities  and  post-secondary  institutions,  Columbus  offers  more  education 
options  than  practically  any  other  metropolitan  area.  Our  health  care  and  educational  institutions  are 
not  only  top-rated,  but  have  a  history  of  working  together  on  regional  priorities. 
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We  know  you  will  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  our  Region  and  compare  us  against  other  competitors  to 
ensure  the  best  choice  for  your  people,  your  aircraft  and  your  mission.  And  as  a  metropolitan  area, 
you'll  find  no  better,  no  more  sustainable  and  welcoming  home.  We  believe  that  the  proven 
performance  and  wealth  of  experience  at  the  121",  Rickenbacker's  outstanding  facilities,  and  the  strong 
local  and  statewide  support  enjoyed  by  the  unit  make  it  an  ideal  location  for  a  KC-46A  Main  Operating 
Base.  We  encourage  you  to  give  Rickenbacker  AGS  every  favorable  consideration  as  you  make  your 
decision  in  the  months  ahead. 

Additional  facility  information  has  previously  been  provided  to  your  staff.  However,  if  you  have  any 
additional  questions,  please  contact  me  at  614-239-4004. 


Sincerely, 


Elaine  Roberts 
President  &  CEO 
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★  ★  CANAL  ★★ 


Destination;  Canal  Winchester 

P.O.  Box  45 

Canal  Winchester,  OH  43110 
Phone:  (614)  270-5053 
www.Destinat1onCW.org 


DATE:  January  15,  2013 

SUBJECT:  Letter  of  Support  for  121”  Air  Refueling  Wing  (Rickenbacker  AFB) 

Colonel  James  V.  Jones 
121”  Air  Refueling  Wing 
7370  Minuteman  Way 
Columbus,  Ohio  43217 

Colonel  Jones, 

As  the  Visitor/Tourism  Bureau  for  the  city  of  Canal  Winchester,  Destination:  Canal  Winchester  wants  to  go  on  record 
that  we  enthusiastically  support  any  decision  to  maintain  or  augment  current  mission  scope  and  staffing  of  the  121” 
Air  Refueling  Wing  located  at  Rickenbacker  AFB  and  we  greatly  appreciate  all  efforts  toward  that  end.  Our 
community  has  developed  an  integrated  relationship  with  the  hard-working  men  and  women  of  the  Rickenbacker  Air 
National  Guard  base  and  any  significant  reduction  in  staffing  there  would  have  an  immediate  adverse  impact  on  our 
quality  of  life.  We  fully  understand  that  military  technology  and  budgets  change  over  time  but  locations  with  high- 
performing  work  teams  like  the  121”  ARW  deserve  special  consideration  for  their  professionalism  and  positive  effect 
both  on  and  off  base. 

Through  their  patronage,  the  Rickenbacker  team  members  provide  direct  economic  support  to  our  local  small 
businesses  and  help  draw  family  and  friends  into  our  community  who  would  not  otherwise  visit  Canal  Winchester. 
Without  exception,  they  are  outstanding  representatives  of  the  country,  their  uniform,  and  our  community.  If  the 
121”  ARW  must  lose  mission  due  to  planned  retirement  of  equipment  such  as  the  KC-135  aircraft,  please  give 
strongest  consideration  to  allowing  a  proven  efficient  team  to  transition  into  a  KC-46A  maintenance  role  so  they  can 
continue  the  outstanding  service  they  provide  to  their  country  and  surrounding  community.  Thank  you  for  your  time, 
help,  and  thoughtful  consideration  of  this  community's  future! 

Sincerely, 


Bruce  Jarvis 

Executive  Director,  Destination:  Canal  Winchester 
infotSlDestinationCW.org 


Destination:  Canal  Winchester  is  a  501(c)(3)  non-profit  organization  (tax  ID:  31-1659678) 
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(Franklin  County 


Commissioner  Marilyn  Brown  •  Commissioner  Paula  Brooks  •  Commissioner  John  O’Grady 
President 


March  26,  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM,  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sin 

The  Franklin  County,  Ohio  Board  of  Commissioners  enthusiastically  supports  the  location  of  the  new  KC- 
46A  “Pegasus"  mission  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  here  in  Franklin  County,  as  Rickenbacker 
is  prepared  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46  today. 

Rickenbacker  offers  unique  opportunities  for  local  partnerships  that  would  make  the  location  of  the  KC- 
46  here  a  success.  The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA]  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and 
Columbus  International  Airports,  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  providing  access  to  four  heavy 
lift  capable  runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal,  which  combines  rail  head 
traffic,  road  traffic  and  distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  Inland  Port  This  is  unparalleled, 
low-cost  joint-use  surge  capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation.  Teamed  with  the  Defense 
Logistics  Agency,  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121  Air  Refueling  Wing  can  be  a  key 
partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force. 

Because  Columbus  is  located  within  an  hour’s  flight  -  a  day's  drive  -  to  nearly  60%  of  the  U.S.  population. 
Central  Ohio  is  an  ideal  departure  point  for  homeland  defense  and  security  activities. 

Franklin  County  is  the  proud  home  to  1.2  million  residents  with  wonderful  natural  assets.  Our 
community  features  15  Fortune  1000  communities  and  was  recently  ranked  the  #4  metropolitan  area  in 
the  nation  for  economic  growth  by  The  Business  Journals.  Our  anchor  institutions  include  world-class 
healthcare  systems  (including  a  major  children's  research  hospital  and  two  major  cancer  treatment 
centers),  the  largest  private  research  institution  in  the  world  (Battelle)  and  one  of  the  largest  research 
universities  in  the  world  (The  Ohio  State  University).  Our  vast  cultural  amenities  include  #1  rankings  for 
our  ballpark,  zoo  and  metropolitan  library  system,  and  our  cost-of-living  ranks  in  the  top  10  nationally 
among  major  metro  areas. 


ill  Soutfi  H  SvMi.  2t)th  Floor.  Cclumbfi  Ohio  4J2is-bil4 
T(pl:  Fax;6T4-S?S*5999  www.Fraf'klirtC0U'^tyO"'«C.9Ov 
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Page  Two 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
March  26,  2014 


Franklin  County  government  has  long  been  recognized  for  its  professionally  run 
operations,  and  is  among  very  few  metro  counties  in  the  nation  that  carry  a  double  AAA 
bond  rating,  the  highest  rating  available.  Our  focus  on  investments  in  public  safety, 
economic  development  and  environmental  sustainability  contributes  to  the  great  quality  of 
life  in  Central  Ohio. 

We  thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  of  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base 
as  the  future  home  of  the  KC-46. 

Sincerely, 

f  ■ 

Marilyn  Brown,  President  Paula  Brooks  John  O’Grady 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of  Commissioners 
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iFranklin  County 


where  Government  Works 

Commissioner  John  O'Grady  •  Commissioner  Paula  Brooks  •  Commissioner  Marilyn  Brown 
President 


January  23,  2013 

Colonel  James  V.  Jones 
Commander 

121st  Air  Refueling  Wing 
7370  Minuteman  Way 
Columbus,  Ohio  43217 

Dear  Colonel  Jones: 

The  Franklin  County  Board  of  Commissioners  enthusiastically  supports  the  location  of  the  new  KC-46  Tanker 
at  Rickenbacker,  and  our  community  would  be  honored  to  host  the  first  Air  National  Guard-led  KC-46A  main 
operating  base. 

Since  the  1940s,  Rickenbacker  has  continuously  and  capably  hosted  military  aviation  operations.  Military 
piersonnel  and  their  families  have  found  Franklin  County  to  be  a  supporting  community  and  wonderful  place  to 


locate. 


Franklin  County  is  the  proud  home  to  1.2  million  residents  with  wonderful  natural  assets.  Our  community 
features  15  Fortune  1000  communities  and  was  recently  ranked  the  #4  metropolitan  area  in  the  nation  for 
economic  growth  by  The  Business  Journals.  Our  anchor  institutions  include  world-class  healthcare  systems 
(including  a  major  children’s  research  hospital  and  two  major  cancer  treatment  centers),  the  largest  private 
research  institution  in  the  world  (Battelle)  and  one  of  the  largest  research  universities  in  the  world  (The  Ohio 
State  University).  Our  vast  cultural  amenities  include  #1  rankings  for  our  ballpark,  zoo  and  metropolitan  library 
system,  and  our  cost-of-living  ranks  in  the  top  10  nationally  among  major  metro  areas. 

Franklin  County  government  has  long  been  recognized  for  its  professionally  run  operations,  and  is  among  very 
few  metro  counties  in  the  nation  that  cany  a  double  AAA  bond  rating,  the  highest  rating  available.  Our  focus  on 
investments  in  public  safety,  economic  development  and  environmental  sustainability  contributes  to  the  great 
quality  of  life  in  Central  Ohio. 

As  you  proceed  with  our  analysis,  we  expiect  that  our  region  will  compare  favorably  with  any  in  the  country, 
and  we  look  forward  to  the  opportunity  to  welcome  you  to  our  community.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  us  if 
you  have  any  questions. 


Sincerely, 


Franklin  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

373  South  High  Street  26th  Floor.  Columbus.  Ohio  43215-6314 
Tel;  614-S2S-3322  Fax;6l4-S25-S999  wvvw.FrarjkllnCountyOhle.gov 
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Copitol  Building 
Room  241 -South 
300  SW  lOlh  Street 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Office  of  the  Governor 


Phone:  (785|  296-3232 
Fox:  (7851  368-8788 
govemor.ks.gov 

Sam  Brownback.  Governor 


March  18,  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Program  Manager 
NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall,  3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Sir/Madam, 

We  are  extremely  proud  that  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base  (ANGS)/190"'  Air  Refueling  Wing 
(ARW)  is  one  of  five  ANGSs  being  considered  to  become  the  first  Air  National  Guard  Main  Operating 
Base  (M0B2)  for  the  KC-46A  mission.  As  proud  as  we  are  of  this  consideration,  we  in  Kansas  are  just  as 
proud  of  the  190'” 's  successful  history  of  operating  air  refueling  aircraft  in  support  of  military  and 
national  security  missions. 

Clearly  an  Active  Association  such  as  the  one  currently  existing  at  Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  an 
important  factor  in  determining  where  the  Air  Force  should  beddown  the  KC-46A  for  the  M0B2  mission 
site.  The  State  of  Kansas  looks  forward  to  working  with  the  190'”  ARW,  the  Air  National  Guard  and 
Headquarters,  US  Air  Force,  to  establish  an  Active  Association  at  Forbes  Field  in  Topeka,  Kansas. 

While  we  certainly  respect  and  support  the  United  States  Air  Force's  (USAF)  decision  selecting  Pease 
ANGS,  we  firmly  believe  that  Forbes  continues  to  be  a  top  candidate  and  an  excellent  choice  for  a  future 
KC-46A  Active  Association  and  associated  mission  during  the  next  round  of  basing  decisions  for  the  KC- 
46A. 

I  also  want  you  to  know  that  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base  and  the  190'”  ARW  have  enjoyed,  and 
will  continue  to  enjoy,  strong  state  and  community  engagement  and  support.  I  pledge  on  behalf  of  the 
citizens  of  Kansas  that  we  will  not  only  assist  the  190'”  ARW  in  its  efficient  and  cost  effective 
accomplishment  of  its  air  refueling  mission,  but  also  in  improving  the  quality  of  life  of  its  airmen  and 
their  families. 


CC: 

Honorable  Debbie  Lee  James  -  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Ms.  Kathleen  Ferguson  -  Assistant  Secretary  (Acting),  Assistant  Secretary  for  Installations,  Environment 
and  Logistics 

Lieutenant  General  Stanley  E.  "Sid"  Clarke  -  Director,  Air  National  Guard  Bureau 
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City  of  Canal  Winchester 
36  South  High  Street 
Canal  Winchester,  Ohio  43110-1213 


January  23,  2013 

Colonel  James  V.  Jones 

Commander 

121st  Air  Refueling  Wing 

7370  Minuteman  Way 

Columbus,  Ohio  43217 

Dear  Colonel  Jones. 

On  behalf  of  the  Canal  Winchester  community,  let  me  express  our  congratulations  on  making  the  short 
list  of  locations  for  the  new  KC-46A  Tanker.  Since  the  1940s,  Rickenbacker  has  continuously  and  capably 
hosted  military  aviation  operations.  Military  personnel  and  their  families  have  found  the  Columbus  Region 
to  be  a  vibrant  home  in  which  to  live,  work  and  play.  We‘d  be  honored  to  host  the  first  Air  National  Guard- 
led  KC-46A  main  operating  base. 

With  Canal  Winchester's  close  proximity  to  Rickenbacker,  it  makes  it  easy  for  your  Airmen  to  enjoy  dining 
and  shopping  during  their  lunchtime;  as  well  as  partake  in  family  friendly  events  and  festivals  throughout 
the  entire  year.  Canal  Winchester  offers  your  Airmen  and  their  families  a  place  for  healthcare  needs  with 
our  new  Diley  Ridge  Medical  Center.  This  medical  campus  currently  includes  a  medical  office  building 
with  family  and  specialty  physicians.  Nationwide  Children’s  Urgent  Care  Center  and  an  Emergency 
Room.  This  campus  is  proposed  to  expand  to  several  more  office  buildings  and  a  two  hundred  bed 
hospital  In  the  next  several  years.  With  all  these  amenities  within  a  short  distance  to  Rickenbacker  Air 
Base,  Airmen  and  their  families  have  found  Canal  Winchester  to  be  a  welcoming  area  where  they  want  to 
raise  their  families  and  be  a  part  of  the  community. 

We  know  you  will  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  our  Region  and  compare  us  against  other  competitors  to 
ensure  the  best  choice  for  your  people,  your  aircraft  and  your  mission.  We  feel  that  as  community,  you'll 
find  no  better  or  more  sustainable  home  than  the  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station,  and  we  hope  that  you 
will  come  to  the  same  conclusion. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  614.837.7493. 


Sincerely, 


Michael  Ebert 
Mayor 


Office:  (614)  837-7493  Fax:  (614)  837-0145 
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MI(M)hio  Regional  Planning  Commission 


March  24,  2014 


KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM.  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Subject;  KC-46A  Pegasus  Mission 

Dear  KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager; 

The  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission  (MORPC)  supports  bringing  the  KC-46A  "Pegasus'  to 
Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  in  Columbus.  Ohio.  Rickenbacker  is  prepared  today  to  accept  the 
role  of  the  main  operating  base  of  the  KC-46A. 

The  Columbus  Regional  Airport  Authority  (CRAA)  governs  both  Rickenbacker  and  Columbus  International 
Airports.  The  two  airports  are  located  within  miles  of  each  other  and  provide  access  to  four  heavy  lift  capable 
runways.  The  CRAA  also  governs  the  Rickenbacker  Intermodal  that  combines  rail  head  traffic,  road  traffic,  and 
distribution  and  warehouse  facilities  into  a  true  “In  Land  Port".  This  is  an  unparalleled  low-cost  Joint  use  surge 
capability  that  would  benefit  a  KC-46  operation. 

In  addrtion,  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  is  also  located  in  Columbus  (by  the  airport),  and  the  121  Air  Refueling 
Wing  can  be  a  key  partner  in  the  cargo  delivery  for  the  Air  Force.  Columbus  is  the  ideal  departure  point  for 
homeland  defense  and  security  as  a  one  hour  flight  time  can  reach  60  percent  of  the  US  population.  As  a 
result,  long-haul  worldwide  carriers  are  already  utilizing  this  airport. 

The  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission  (MORPC)  is  a  voluntary  association  of  over  50  local  governments 
from  the  Central  Ohio  Area.  MORPC  provides  services  in  transportation,  planning,  energy,  housing,  land  use, 
environment,  and  economic  prosperity  to  promote  sustainable  communities.  MORPC  serves  as  a  collective 
voice  on  regional  matters  and  supports  the  opportunities  to  expand  services  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base 

Columbus  is  the  IB*"  largest  city  and  rated  the  11’"  most  military  friendly  city  in  America.  The  city  was  recently 
awarded  an  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  The  Columbus  Region  is  one  of  the  most 
dynamic  and  diverse  metropolitan  regions  in  the  U.S.  and  is  known  for  its  top-ranked  market  access,  talented 
workforce  and  high-value  cost  of  doing  business. 

Therefore.  MORPC  highly  supports  bringing  the  KC-46  to  Rickenbacker. 

Kind  regards, 

William  Murdock 
Executive  Director 


111  Uberty  Street 
Suite  100 

Columbus,  Ohio  43215 
!  614.228.2663 
F  614.228.1904 
m  1.800.750.0750 
www.morpc.org 

new 


Marilyn  Brown 

Chair 


Eric  S.  PhflOps 

Vice  Chair 


MattGraasoo 

Secretary 


Wimaai  Muntod(,AtCP 
Executive  Director 
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*  NJHDFS 


The  State  of  New  Hampshire 

Department  of  Environmental  Services 


Thomas  S.  Rurack,  Commissioner 


March  20,  2014 


Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews.  MD  20762-5157 

RE:  NHDES  COMMENTS  -  NEPA  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (DEIS)  -  KC- 
46A  BEDDOWN  (MOB2)  -  PEASE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  STATION  (ANGS),  PORTSMOUTH, 
NEW  HAMPSHIRE  -  FEBRUARY  2014 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

The  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services  (NH  DES)  has  completed  its  review  of  the 
subject  DEIS.  NH  DES  provided  comments  to  you  on  October  16,  2013  relative  to  potential 
environmental  issues  that  needed  to  be  addressed  for  the  NEPA  analysis,  based  on  facts  and  plans 
presented  in  draft  chapters  one  and  two  of  the  DEIS,  dated  September  2013.  Topics  considered 
included  storm  water  management,  wetland  impacts,  erosion  control,  aboveground  petroleum 
management  systems  and  air  emissions  modeling. 

As  a  result  of  the  review  of  the  full  DEIS,  dated  February  2014,  the  NH  DES  has  no  further  comments 
at  this  time  on  the  KC-46A  proposal  for  the  Pease  ANGS.  Instead,  please  accept  our  prior  comments, 
dated  October  16,  2013,  as  final  for  the  full  DEIS.  I  have  enclosed  with  this  letter  copies  of  our  October 
16,  2013  comments  for  your  reference.  NH  DES  also  attended  the  public  hearing  for  the  project  on 
March  6,  2014  at  the  Portsmouth  (NH)  City  Hall. 

DES  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS.  It  is  our  intent  to  continue  to 
serve  as  a  partner  in  your  effort  to  evaluate  the  Pease  ANGS  in  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  as  a 
second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2)  for  the  KC-46A  beddown  facility.  If  there  are  questions,  please 
contact  me  as  needed. 


Encs. 

Cc: 


Sincerely, 


Timothy  W.  Drew 
Administrator 

Public  Information  &  Permitting 
Office  of  the  Commissioner 


Thomas  S.  Burack,  Commissioner,  NH  DES 

Vicki  V.  Quiram,  Assistant  Commissioner.  NH  DES 

Harry  T.  Stewart,  Director,  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Michael  Wimsatt,  Director,  Waste  Management  Division,  NH  DES 

Craig  Wright.  Director,  Air  Resources  Division.  NH  DES 

Jeffrey  Andrews.  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Ridgely  Mauck,  Water  Division.  NH  DES 

Robert  Daniel,  Waste  Management  Division,  NH  DES 

Felice  Janelle,  Air  Resources  Division,  NH  DES 


DES  Web  sire:  www.de.s.nh.gov 

P.O.  Box  95,  29  Uazen  Drive.  Concord,  New  Hamp<>hire  0.1302-0095 
Telephone:  (603)  271-3503  •  Fax:  (603)  271-2867  •  TDD  Access:  Relay  NH  1 -80(b735-2964 
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The  State  of  New  Hampshire 

Department  of  Enmronmental  Services 


NHDES 


Thomas  $.  Burack,  Commissioner 


October  16,  2013 


Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

KC-46A  MOB2  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM.  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 


RE:  NHDES  COMMENTS  -  DRAFT  CHAPTERS  1  &  2  -  NEPA  DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (DEIS)  -  KC-46A  BEDDOWN  (MOB2)  - 
PEASE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  STATION  (ANGS),  PORTSMOUTH,  NEW 
HAMPSHIRE  -  SEPTEMBER  2013 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

The  New  Hampshire  Department  of  Environmental  Services  (DES)  has  completed  its 
review  of  the  subject  chapters  and  provides  the  enclosed  comments  for  your 
consideration.  The  initial  drafts  of  chapters  one  and  two  represented  the  focus  of  the 
agency’s  review.  Topics  addressed  included  storm  water  management,  aboveground 
petroleum  management  systems  and  air  emissions  modeling. 

DES  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  early  stages  of  the 
DEIS.  It  is  our  intent  to  continue  to  serve  as  a  partner  in  your  effort  to  evaluate  the 
Pease  ANGS  in  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire  as  a  beddown  site  for  the  KC-46As.  If 
there  are  questions,  please  contact  me  as  needed. 


Sincerely, 


Timothy  W.  Drew 
Administrator 

Public  Information  &  Permitting 
Office  of  the  Commissioner 


Enc. 


Cc:  Thomas  S.  Burack,  Commissioner,  NH  DES 

Vicki  V.  Quiram,  Assistant  Commissioner,  NH  DES 

Harry  T.  Stewart,  Director,  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Michael  Wimsatt,  Director,  Waste  Management  Division,  NH  DES 

Craig  Wright,  Director,  Air  Resources  Division,  NH  DES 

Jeffrey  Andrews,  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Gregg  Comstock,  Water  Division,  NH  DES 

Michael  Juranty,  Waste  Management  Division,  NH  DES 

Michael  Fitzgerald,  Air  Resources  Division,  NH  DES 

Thomas  P  Ballestero,  Director,  Storm  Water  Center,  UNH,  Durham  NH 


DES  Weh  site:  www.des.nh.gov 

P.O.  Box  95,  29  Hazen  Drive,  Concord.  New  Hampshire  03302-(K)95 
Telephone;  1603)  271-3503  •  Fax:  (603)  271-2867  •  TDD  Access:  Relay  NH  1-800-735-2964 
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NEW  HAMPSHIRE 


DEPARTMENT  OF 

Environmental 
Services 


DRAFT  CHAPTERS  1  &  2  -  NEPA  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  (DEIS)  -  KC-46 A  BEDDOWN  (MOB2)  -  PEASE  AIR  NATIONAL 
GUARD  STATION  (ANGS),  PORTSMOUTH,  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  -  SEPTEMBER  2013 

NH  DES  COMMENTS 

October  16,  2013 


Comment  1.  Storm  Water  Management 

Based  on  the  figures  m  Table  2.3  (total  disturbance  1 1 7,1 73  square  feet  and  total  new  impervious 
surface  26,865  square  feet),  the  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS)  will  need  both  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA)  Construction  General  Permit 
(httt)://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/stormwater/construction.html  and  an  NH  DES 
Alteration  of  Terrain  Permit  nittp://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/aot/permit  aot.html. 
If  the  project  includes  construction  dewatering,  the  ANGS  may  also  need  either  the  Dewatering 
General  Permit  (DGP  -  see  httD://www.eDa.gov/regionl/ntxles/dewatering.htmll  or  the 
Remediation  General  Permit  (RGP  -  see  http://www.epa.gov/regionl/nDdes/rgp.htmn.  which  are 
typically  required  for  dewatering  groundwater  containing  contaminants.  ANGS  would  not  need 
to  address  U.S.  EPA  Municipal  Separate  Storm  Sewer  System  General  Permit  (MS4  GP) 
requirements  since  Newington  is  not  an  MS4,  but  would  need  to  meet  any  applicable 
requirements  in  the  Pease  Tradeport's  individual  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  Permit  (NH0090000)  that  contains  conditions  on  several  storm  water  outfalls  (see 
attached  NPDES  Permit). 

This  additional  impervious  surface  will  create  the  potential  for  additional  pollutant  loads  to  be 
discharged  to  the  impaired  waters  in  the  vicinity,  including  Great  Bay.  NH  DES  suggests  that  the 
ANGS’s  goal  should  be  “hold  the  loads”  for  any  pollutants  for  which  nearby  waters  are 
impaired.  This  could  mean  deploying  structural  Best  Management  Practices  such  as  the 
University  of  New  Hampshire’s  subsurface  gravel  wetlands  or  a  bioretention  hybrid  (internal 
storage  volume).  If  this  is  considered  a  federal  site  or  construction  project,  the  ANGS  would 
also  need  to  comply  with  the  storm  water  management  requirements  of  Section  438  of  the 
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Energy  Independence  and  Security  Act  (see  http://water.epa.gov/t)olwaste/nps/section438.cfm’). 
Information  on  subsurface  gravel  wetlands  can  be  found  in  the  UNH  Stormwater  Center’s  annual 
report  (see 

http://unh.edu/unhsc/sites/unh.edu.unhsc/files/docs/UNHSC.20 1  ZReport.  1 0. 1 0. 1 2.pdf)  or  by 
contacting  the  Center  (see  http://www.unh.edu/unhsc/contact').  For  information  on  the 
bioretention  hybrids,  which  are  a  fairly  recent  design,  however  some  exist  presently  in  seacoast 
New  Hampshire,  contact  Dr.  Thomas  Ballestero  by  telephone  at  (603)  862-1405  or  by  email  at 
tom.ballestero@unh.edu. 

Comment  2,  Petroleum  Management 

The  proposed  project  for  modifying  the  refueling  hydrants  and  lines  would  be  regulated  by  the 
NH  DES  Aboveground  Storage  Tank  (AST)  Program 

(http://des.nh.eov/organization/divisions/waste/orcb/ocs/astp/index.htm).  This  project  is  detailed 
on  page  2-32  “Project  #7”,  shown  on  page  2-33  of  the  DEIS,  and  discussed  at  the  top  of  page  2- 
36.  The  New  Hampshire  Air  National  Guard,  Civil  Engineering  Squadron,  is  aware  of  the  NH 
DES  AST  Program  requirements  and  has  been  in  preliminary  contact  with  Bob  Daniel  in  the 
Plan  Review  Subsection  to  discuss  the  scope  of  future  improvements.  The  AST  Program 
welcomes  the  proposed  modifications  that  would  add  interstitial  monitoring  and  secondary 
containment  to  the  hydrants  and  lines. 

Comment  3.  Air  Emissions  Analysis 

Based  on  the  NH  DES  Air  Resources  Division’s  (ARD)  review  of  the  above  referenced  project 
description,  we  concur  that  the  project  is  compatible  with  the  plans,  programs,  and  objectives  of 
ARD,  and  that  the  project  should  have  no  significant  environmental  impact  to  local  or  regional 
air  quality. 

ARD  conducted  modeling  to  determine  potential  air  emissions,  based  on  the  type  of  aircraft  to  be 
used  and  the  number  of  sorties  as  noted  in  the  description  of  the  proposed  action  using  the 
FAA’s  Emission  and  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (EDMS).  Results  are  shown  below: 


Pease  Air  National  Guard  Base 

Emissions  for  KC-1 35  vs.  Proposed  KC-46AS 


EnilMloi 

ns  in  Tons 

Per  Year 

Aircraft  Scenario 

CO 

NOx 

PM 

SOx 

VOC 

KC-135R,  CFM56-2A  engines,  10,204  sorties 

259.9 

392.9 

4.2 

36.9 

21.1 

KC-46A.  PW4062  enaines.  12.799  sorties 

467.4 

359.1 

5,6 

30.9 

139.9 

Difference 

207.4 

-33.8 

1.4 

-6.1 

118.8 

Rockingham  county  total,  tons  per  year* 

50.578 

8,235 

8,458 

3,577 

7.939 
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%  change  in  Rockingham  county  emissions  with  KC-46A  0.41%  -0.41%  0.02%  -0.17%  1.50% 

aircraft  and  2,595  additional  sorties 

Notes: 

1)  Emissions  were  estimated  with  EDMS  5.1 .4.1 

2)  A  Boeing  767-200ER  with  PW4062  engines  was  used  to  represent  the  KC-46A 

3)  A  sortie  was  considered  equal  to  a  complete  landing-takeoff  operation  (LTD) 

*  National  Emissions  Inventory  reporting  for  201 1 

As  shown,  emissions  for  oxides  of  nitrogen  and  sulfate  (NO*  and  SO*)  are  expected  to  decrease, 
while  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  particulate  matter  (PM)  and  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC) 
emission  will  increase.  However,  based  on  their  contribution  to  area-wide  emissions,  those 
originating  from  aircraft  are  not  expected  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  area  air  quality  or 
attainment  status. 

During  proposed  construction  activities,  we  advise  that  appropriate  measures  be  taken  to  limit 
emissions  from  diesel  fueled  vehicles.  These  measures  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

o  Preventing,  abating  and  controlling  fugitive  dust; 
o  Limiting  idling  of  construction  vehicles. 

Potential  traffic  related  impacts  due  to  construction  vehicles  will  be  evaluated  via  the 
Interagency  Consultation  Process  as  outlined  in  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act. 
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Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
Office  of  Permit  Coordination  And  Environmental  Review 
P.O.  Box  420  Mail  Code  401-07J  Trenton,  New  Jersey  08625-0420 
Phone  Number  (609)  292-3600 
Fax  Number  (609)  292-1921 


Chris  Christie  Bob  Martin 

Governor  Commissioner 

Kim  Guadacno 
LL  Governor 


March  24,  2014 


Ms.  Anne  Rowe 

Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 

NGB/A7AM 

Sheppard  Hall 

3501  fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 


RE:  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at 
Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installation  - 
Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey 

Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmentai  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 


Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

The  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection’s  (Department)  Office  of  Permit 
Coordination  and  Environmental  Review  (PCER)  distributed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  proposed  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  an 
Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installation  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL)  in 
New  Jersey.  We  offer  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

Cultural  Resources 

HPO  Project#  13-1101-3 
HPO-C20 14-022 

The  Historic  Preservation  Office  (HPO)  received  the  above  document  for  review  directly  from 
the  National  Guard  Bureau.  As  stated  in  the  EIS  document,  the  HPO  previously  reviewed  the 
proposed  undertaking  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  Our 
office  concurred  with  the  finding  that  there  are  no  historic  properties  affected  by  the  proposed 
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activity  at  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst.  A  copy  of  our  review  letter  (  HPO-J20 13-045)  is 
attached  for  your  reference. 

Thank  you  for  pro\iding  us  with  the  opportunity  for  re\'icw  and  comment  on  the  submitted 
documentation.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me.  If  additional  76-1 

consultation  is  required  for  this  undertaking,  please  reference  the  HPO  project#  13-1 101  in  any  Cont. 
future  calls,  emails,  or  written  correspondence  in  order  to  expedite  our  review  and  response. 


Jonathan  Kinney,  Senior  Historic  Preservation  Specialist 
New  Jersey  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Phone:  (609)  984-0141  Fax:  (609)  984-0578 
Email:  ionathan.kinncv@deD.state.ni.us 
Website:  httn://www.ni.gov/dep/hpo 

Natural  Resources 


The  NJ  Division  of  Fish  &  Wildlife  (DFW)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  comment  for 
the  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EIS’s)  being  prepared  for  the  MOB  1/FTUl  and  MOB  2 
aircraft  beddowns.  The  NJ  DFW  feels  that  the  proposed  facility  additions,  new  impervious 
surface  areas  and  changes  to  the  existing  fueling  infi'aslructure  shown  in  the  “Final  Description 
of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  Environmental  Impact  Statement  KC-46A  Beddown  at 
Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  Main  Operating  Base  2”  should  have  little  to  no 
effect  on  the  known  nesting  area  of  the  Upland  Sandpipers,  Grasshopper  Sparrows  and  Savaimah 
Sparrows  near  the  center  of  the  runways  at  McGuire  AFB.  _ 


In  the  EIS,  a  description  of  other  larger  aircraft  with  similar  engines  using  the  same  runways 
would  be  helpful  in  determining  whether  or  not  the  replacement  of  the  existing  KC-135  aerial 
refueling  fleet  with  the  KC-46A  would  have  any  effect  on  the  T&E  species  present. 


76-3 


As  shown  in  Table  ES-2.  Summary  of  Impacts,  under  "JB  MDL":  "Acreage  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  (and  greater)  noise  contour  would  increase  by  1  ,83 1  acres."  The  DFW  would  like  to  know 
what  the  noise  level  is  now  and  exactly  what  the  change  in  noise  level  would  be.  A  study  by  Erin 
H.  Strasscr  and  Julie  A.  Heath,  Reproductive  failure  of  a  human-tolerant  species,  the  American 
kestrel,  is  associated  with  stress  and  human  disturbance,  suggests  that  "cavity  nesting  birds,  such 
as  kestrels,  who  inhabit  noisy  en\ironments  may  comi)ensate  for  decreased  auditory  cues  by 
increasing  vigilance  behavior,  such  as  visual  scans  from  the  nest  entrance  or  flushing  from  the 
nest,  leading  to  changes  in  energy  allocation  or  extended  periods  away  from  the  nest  during 
incubation.  This  behavior  appears  to  be  followed,  at  a  high  rate,  by  nest  abandonment." 

The  DFW  would  be  concerned  with  how  this  may  relate  to  the  species  nesting  within  the  air 
field.  _ 
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If  we  may  be  of  further  service,  please  contact  Kelly  Davis  at  (908)  236-2118  or  by  Email  at 
kcllv.davis@deD.state.ni.us 
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Air  Quality 

The  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  Plaiming  has  reviewed  the  US  Air  Force  JBMDL  Draft  EA  for  KC- 
46A  beddown  and  has  no  comment. 


Thank  you  for  giving  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  draft  EIS.  If  you  have  any  additional  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call 
me  at  (609)  292-3600. 

Sincerely, 


Ruth  Foster,  Section  Cwef 
Office  of  Permit  Coordination 
and  Environmental  Review 


Attachment 


John  Gray,  NJDEP  -  PCER 
Jonathan  Kinney,  NJDEP  -  HPO 
Kelly  Davis,  NJDEP  -  DFW 
Angela  Skowronek,  NJDEP  -  BAQP 
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NATIONAL  GUARD  BUREAU 


3501  FETCHET  AVENUE 
JOINT  BASE  ANDREWS  MD  20762-5157 


)2>-noi. 


NGB/A7AM 


12  September  2013 


Mr.  Daniel  Saunders 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
Historic  Preservation  Office 
PO  Box  420 
Trenton,  NJ  08625-420 


1  7  pojj 


Dear  Mr.  Saunders 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to  replace  the  existing  KC-135  air  refueling 
fleet  with  the  KC-46A,  which  will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  As  such,  the  USAF  has 
identified  locations  for  the  beddown  of  a  formal  training  unit  (FTU)  and  the  first  main  operating 
base  (MOB  1),  which  will  both  be  led  by  active  duty  units.  The  USAF  will  also  beddown  the 
KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which  will  be  led  by  an  Air  National 
Guard  (ANG)  unit. 

There  are  two  separate  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (ElSs)  being  prepared  for  the 
MOB  1/FTU'  and  MOB  2  beddowns.  While  you  may  be  familiar  with  either  or  both  of  these 
actions,  this  particular  letter  is  in  reference  only  to  the  MOB  2  beddown  action.  This 
correspondence  is  provided  to  initiate  consultation  with  your  office,  pursuant  to  36  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  800.3  for  the  Undertaking.  Section  106  consultation  for  this  project 
will  be  parallel  to,  but  conducted  separately  from  the  EIS. 

The  MOB  2  alternative  locations  for  this  beddown  include: 


•  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL),  New  Jersey; 

•  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and, 

•  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 


The  EIS  is  being  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
potential  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  one  of  the  five  alternative  locations,  including  JB  MDL  in 
New  Jersey  (Attachment  1).  The  EIS  will  assess  the  potential  environmental  consequences 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  JB  MDL  as  a  replacement  to  the  KC-135.  As  a 
result  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at  the 


'  The  FTU  alternative  insullations  include  Aims  Air  Force  Base  (AFBX  Oklahoma  and  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas. 
The  MOB  1  alternative  installations  include  Alms  AFB.  Oklahoma;  McConnell  AFB,  Kansas;  Fairchild  AFB. 
Washington;  and  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota. 
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selected  installation;  a  change  to  the  mix  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to 
staffing  and  manpower  at  the  selected  location;  changes  to  the  number  of  airfield  operations;  as 
well  as  minor  required  construction,  building  renovation,  and  facility  demolition.  There  would 
be  no  new  or  modified  airspace  required  to  support  this  undertaking. 

At  JB  MDL,  the  KC-46A  would  replace  the  KC-1 35  currently  based  at  the  installation. 
The  KC-46A  would  operate  in  existing  airspace  in  a  simitar  manner  as  is  currently  conducted. 
There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  operations  in  the  airspace;  however,  use  of  this  airspace  is 
generally  10,000  feet  above  ground  level  and  higher  and  preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  noise 
levels  under  the  proptosal  would  be  similar  to  existing  noise  levels  with  the  KC- 1 35  aircraft.  The 
purpose  of  this  correspondence  is  to  initiate  the  Section  106  process  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NTIPA)  as  outlined  in  36  CFR  800.3. 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  anticipates  the  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  this 
undertaking  to  be  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  installation  where  construction,  demolition,  and 
renovation  activities  would  occur  (Attachment  2).  Specifically,  these  activities  would  include  an 
addition  to  Hangar  3333,  an  addition  to  Hangar  3336,  interior  renovations  to  Hangar  3332, 
construction  of  a  new  6,700  square  foot  simulator  building  west  of  Building  3390, 
modifications/additions  to  the  existing  aircraft  ramp  and  taxiway,  and  the  addition  of  eight  new 
fuel  hydrants  and  associated  fuel  lines  on  the  aircraft  parking  apron. 

The  entire  McGuire  AFB  and  associated  off-base  facilities  have  been  surveyed  for 
archaeological  resources  (Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  [HQ  AMC]  1995).  The  1995 
survey  also  included  an  architectural  survey  of  all  buildings  and  structures  built  prior  to  1 947, 
and  the  Semi-Automatic  Ground  Environmental  (SAGE)  complex  built  in  1956.  As  a  result  of 
this  survey  and  follow  up  surveys  conducted  in  1996  (AMC  1996,  Holmes  1996),  1997  (Holmes 
et  al.  1 997,  McGuire  AFB  2003),  and  1 998  (Holmes  and  Goar  1 998),  the  SAGE  complex,  the 
Boeing  Michigan  Aeronautical  Research  Center  (BOMARC)  complex  at  Fort  Dix,  and  three 
historic  archaeological  sites  were  recommended  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP).  No  other  buildings  or  sites  were  recommended  eligible.  The  cultural 
resources  recommended  eligible  for  the  NRHP  at  McGuire  AFB  are  all  well  outside  the  proposed 
APE  for  the  undertaking.  Additionally,  according  to  the  McGuire  AFB  Integrated  Cultural 
Resources  Management  Plan  (JB  MDL  201 3)  the  proposed  APE  occurs  in  an  area  of  low 
archaeological  sensitivity. 

The  NGB  has  identified  no  potential  adverse  effects  as  a  result  of  this  undertaking.  We 
request  your  concurrence  with  the  proposed  APE,  our  identification  of  historic  properties,  and 
our  assessment  on  the  effects  of  this  proposal  on  historic  properties. 
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We  have  attached  the  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
(Attachment  3),  which  will  become  the  first  chapters  of  the  Draft  EIS  so  that  you  may  review  the 
proposal  and  provide  us  any  concerns  that  you  may  have  regarding  the  proposal.  Upon  release  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (expected  in  early  2014),  we  will  send  that  to  you  for  your  further  review  and 
comment. 

The  NGB  is  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  federally  recognized  American  Indian 
Tribes  concerning  the  Undertaking  (Attachment  4).  We  are  also  contacting  the  public  and 
relevant  regional  Archaeological  Society  offices  both  through  the  NEPA  process  and  through 
Section  1 06  of  the  NHPA.  All  comments  we  receive,  and  any  concerns  expressed  to  the  NGB, 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  while  planning  for  this  undertaking.  Please  send  your 
recommendations  to  the  KC-46A  MOB  2  Project  Manager,  Ms.  Anne  Rowe,  at 
anne.rowe.ctr@ang.af.mil.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  consultation,  Ms.  Rowe  can 
also  be  reached  at  (240)  612-8636. 


Sincerely 


ROBERT  L.  DOGAN,  REM,  GS-13 
Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 


Attachments:  1  -  Vicinity  map 

2  -  Map  of  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

3  -  Draft  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

4  -  Federally  Recognized  Tribes  associated  with  JB  MDL 

References: 

Air  Mobility  Command  (AMC) 

1996  Inventory  of  Cold  War  Properties.  December  1996. 

Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Conunand  (HQ  AMC) 

1 995  An  Archaeological  and  Historical  Resources  Inventory  of  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Jersey.  Prepared  by  Moeller,  K.L.,  D.A.  Walitschek,  M.  Greby,  and  J.F.  Hoffecker  of  the 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  for  McGuire  AFB. 

Holmes,  Richard  D. 

1 996  Phase  II  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Sites  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Burlington  County,  New 
Jersey.  April  1 996.  Prepared  by  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 
and  Lyndhurst,  New  Jersey.  Prepared  for  US  Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott 
Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 
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Holmes,  Richard  D.,  Toni  R.  Goar,  and  Katherine  J.  Roxlau 

1997  Phase  I  Archaeological  Survey  of  Areas  4100  and  4200  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New 
Hanover  Township,  Burlington  County,  New  Jersey.  November  1997.  Prepared  by  TRC 
Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  New  York  District 
and  US  Air  Force/ Air  Mobility  Command  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois. 

Holmes,  Richard  D.  and  Toni  R.  Goar 

1 998  Phase  11  Site  Testing  of  Four  Historic  Site  McGuire  A  ir  Force  Base  Burlington  County, 
New  Jersey.  January  1998.  Prepared  by  TRC  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.  Prepared  for  US 
Air  Force/Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott  Air  Force  Base. 

Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL) 

2013  Draft  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  87  CES/CEAN,  JB  MDL,  New 
Jersey.  January  2013. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) 

2003  Final  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan.  Prepared  2003.  Updated  July 


2005. 


1  concur  with  your  finding  that  there  are  no  historic 
propeities  aflected  within  the  project's  area  of  potential 
effects.  Consequently,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  800.4(dJ(,  I ), 
no  further  Section  106  consultation  is  required  unless 

additional  resources  are  discovered  during  project 
_ . ->/_  /'■rn  ^{\i\  1  1 
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Administration 
Office  1-800-282-0515 
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30  E.  Broad  Street,  17* 
Columbus,  Ohio  43215 
www.OhioAttomeyGeneral.gov 


March  24, 2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager,  NGB/A7AM 
Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Ave. 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 
Dear  Project  Manager: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  locating  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus”  refueling  squadron  at  Rickenbacker  Air 
National  Guard  Base. 

Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  has  a  proud  and  storied  history  dating  to  1942.  Located  in 
Lockboume,  Ohio,  only  twelve  miles  from  downtown  Columbus,  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base  is  well-equipjred  to  handle  the  next  generation  of  air  refueling  tankers.  With  an 
excellent  infrastructure,  including  long  runways  and  first-rate  maintenance  facilities,  Rickenbacker 
Air  National  Guard  Base  would  make  a  superb  location  in  which  to  beddown  the  second  main 
operating  base  of  KC-46A  aircraft. 

As  you  know,  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  is  currently  home  to  the  1 2 1  st  Air  Refueling 
Wing,  an  outstanding  unit  of  professional  men  and  women  who  understand  the  critical  mission  of 
aerial  refueling.  Their  knowledge,  experience,  and  expertise  would  greatly  contribute  to  a 
seamless  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base. 

Finally,  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  and  the  men  and  women  who  carry  out  its 
operations  are  strongly  supported  by  local  and  state  business,  community,  and  political  leaders.  In 
fact,  according  to  G.I.  Jobs  magazine,  Columbus  is  the  1 1th  most  military  fnendly  city  in  the 
country. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  locate  the  second  main  operating  base  of  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker 
Air  National  Guard  Base.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Mike  DeWine 
Ohio  Attorney  General 
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Commissioners: 
Jay  //.  Wippel 
Brian  S.  Siewart 
Harold  R.  Netison 


Administrator: 
Brad  Lutz 
Cterk: 
Patricia  H'ehh 


Pickaway  County 
Board  of  County  Commissioners 

159  Ifes/  Franklin  Street 
Circleville,  Ohio  43113 

Telephone:  740-474-6093  FAX:  740-474-8988 


January  22,  2013 

Colonel  James  V.  Jones 
Commander 

1 2 1  St  Air  Refueling  Wing 
2000  Minuteman  Way 
Columbus,  OH  43217 

Dear  Colonel  Jones: 

The  Pickaway  County  Board  of  Commissioners  is  very  pleased  that  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station 
has  made  the  short  list  of  locations  for  the  new  KC-46A  Tanker.  Pickaway  County  is  proud  to  be  home 
to  a  portion  of  this  airbase,  and  to  be  home  to  military  families  who  serve  there.  With  this  in  mind,  we 
join  many  others  in  the  region  to  express  our  hope  that  Rickenbacker  will  be  chosen  to  host  the  first 
Air  National  Guard-led  KC-46A  main  operating  base. 

Pickaway  County  and  the  Columbus  region  offer  the  vital  support  which  will  ensure  your  Ainnen  and 
their  families  feel  welcome,  and  can  prosper.  Columbus  is  the  15'''  largest  city  in  the  U.S.,  and  a 
vibrant,  growing  metro  area.  Pickaway  County,  a  neighbor  to  the  south,  also  has  much  to  offer.  We  are 
home  to  four  thriving  local  school  districts  which  consistently  rank  higli  in  state  rankings.  The  county 
has  a  strong  agricultural  base  which  has  helped  our  economy  through  difficult  years,  as  well  as  a 
manufacturing  industry  that  is  growing  and  adapting  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  21*'  century.  Quality  of 
life  is  higli  in  Pickaway  County,  with  many  safe,  attractive  communities  to  choose  from,  and  much  to 
offer  your  service  members. 

As  you  continue  your  analysis  of  different  options,  comparing  our  region  against  other  potential  sites, 
we  know  that  you  are  seeking  the  best  choice  for  your  people,  your  aircraft,  and  your  mission.  We  feel 
confident  that  at  Rickenbacker,  Columbus,  and  Pickaway  County,  each  of  these  will  be  well  taken  care 
of.  We  hope  your  KC-46  ANG  MOB  will  be  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station. 

If  the  Pickaway  County  Board  of  Commissioner  can  be  of  any  assistance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  us.  Thank  you  for  your  service,  and  best  wishes  on  the  mission  ahead. 


Sincerely, 


JaylTwi^pel  ^ 


Brian  S.  Stewart 
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Great  Bay  Neurosurgical  Associates 

Central  Commons  >  Suite  1 1 
^50  Cenlral  Avenue 
Dover.  New  Hampshire  03820 

IW)3)  749-0m-If*03)  433-1913- l  ax:  iA03)  749-9285 


Melvin  E.  Prostkoff,  M.l). 

Dtpiomatc  Ihe  Aincrtcan  Board  of  \evrologitxil  .V«rgerv 


To:  KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 
NGB/A7AM 
Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Study  (EIS) 

KC-46A  Beddown 

Comment  Letter  in  Support  of  Pease  ANG  Station,  NH 
Date:  March  2 1 , 20 1 4 


Dear  Sir  or  Madam: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  the  selection  of  Pease  ANG  Station,  NH  to  be  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2)  for 
the  Beddown  of  the  KC-46A  Refueling  Aircraft  at  an  Air  National  Guard  Inslallation. 

I  have  familiarized  myself  with  the  content  of  the  February  2014  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Volumes  I  and 

II  -  Appendices,  and  the  Executive  Summary). 

1  strongly  believe  that  the  157  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW)  of  the  NH  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  at  Pease  ANG  Station, 
NH  really  is  the  “best  of  the  best”  of  tbe  five  alternative  ANG  locations  for  the  KC-46A  Beddown.  I  am  pleased  that  the 
USAF  has  identified  Pease  ANGS,  NH  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  MOB  2  KC-46A  Beddown,  based  on  its 
operational  analysis,  results  of  site  surveys,  and  military  Judgment  factors,  as  is  stated  on  page  ES-8  of  the  Executive 
Summary. 

1  commend  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  their  contractor,  Cardno  Tec  (Boise,  ID),  for  their  extensive  environmental 
impact  statement  (EIS)  analysis,  on  multiple  criteria,  including  noise,  air  quality  and  pollution,  safety  and  security,  soils 
and  water,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use,  archaeology,  infrastructure,  transportation  and  traffic, 
hazardous  materials  and  waste,  socioeconomics,  and  environmental  justice  and  the  protection  of  children.  It  is  no 
surprise  to  me  that  Pease  ANGS,  NH  has  registered  with  negligible  environmental  impacts  in  all  the  areas  studied. 

Professionals  witli  far  more  expertise  than  I  have  addressed  these  specific  criteria  in  their  comments  to  you. 

You  have  heard  from  other  commenters  about  the  NH  ANG's  outstanding  record  of  awards,  citations,  recognitions,  and 
commendations,  including  eleven  USAF  Outstanding  Unit  Awards  (most  recently  in  2013),  the  Spatz  Trophy,  the 
Outstanding  Tanker  Flying  Squadron,  the  Air  Reserve  Force  of  the  Year,  and  the  winner  of  the  ANG  Rodeo.  Its  senior 
leaders  are  progressive,  proactive  and  forward  thinking.  It  is  Uieir  vision,  over  the  years,  that  led  to  the  creation  of  the 
Northeast  Tanker  Task  Force,  the  “Air  Bridge,”  the  upgrade  or  new  construction  of  all  facilities  at  Pease  ANGS,  the 
building  of  the  full-motion  KC-135R  simulator  building  with  the  eaw  expansion  capability  to  house  the  KC-46A  full- 
motion  simulator,  the  construction  of  the  new  Squadron  Operations  Facifity,  runway,  taxiway  and  ramp  improvements, 
and  other  infrastructure  upgrades  at  Pease  ANGS.  They  welcomed  the  64  Air  Refueling  Squadron  (ARS)  Active 
Associate  group  to  Pease  in  2009  in  a  seamless  transition  of  all  phases  of  operation.  They  nave  become  a  model  unit  of 
ANG  and  Active  Duty  integration.  They  started  preparing  for  the  arrival  of  the  KC-46A  long  before  the  aircraft  was  ever 
planned. 

The  157  ARW  has  distinguished  itself  in  many  other  ANG  activities.  Its  Operations  and  Maintenance  Support  Groups 
are  exceptional.  They  have  successfully  rehabbed  and  modernized  KC-135R  refueling  aircraft  that  came  to  them  from 
the  Active  Duty  Air  Force.  They  have  been  leaders  in  the  Pacer  CRAG  glass  cockpit  conversion  for  many  ANG  aircraft 
from  other  states.  They  have  a  training  center  for  personnel  from  other  units  to  use  the  full  motion  KC-135R  simulator, 
and  will  do  the  same  for  the  KC-46A  simulator,  when  it  is  installed.  They  excel  in  their  Homeland  Security  mission,  and 
after  the  9/1 1/2001  attacks,  performed  superbly  in  their  Combat  Air  Patrols  (CAP)  over  Boston.  NY.  and  the  Disnict  of 
Columbia.  Theirperformance  has  been  admirable  in  support  of  NATO  Operation  Deny  Flighu  Desert  Shield.  Operation 
Iraqi  Freedom  (OIF).  Operation  Enduring  Freedom  (OEF),  Operation  Northern  Watch,  anoother missions. 

Domestically,  the  NH  ANG  members  are  Uue  Citizen  SoldierS|  who,  when  under  the  command  and  authority  of  the 
Governor  ofNH,  distinguish  themselves  in  their  assistance  to  the  citizens  of  NH  in  floods,  snow  and  ice  storms, 
hurricanes,  and  other  natural  disasters.  They  also  participated  in  the  Hurricane  Katrina  relief  activities. 

I  have  never  been  an  employee  of  the  NH  Air  National  Guard  or  the  157  ARW  at  Pease  ANGS,  NH.  I  have,  however, 
interacted  with  the  NH  ANG  on  multiple  occasions,  in  multiple  capacities,  since  I  moved  to  the  Seacoast  region  to  open 
my  Neurosurgical  practice  in  January,  1984. 

My  initial  contact  with  the  NH  ANG  was  as  the  Neurosurgical  Consultant  at  the  then  Pease  AFB  base  hospital,  where  the 
NH  ANG  is  co-located.  I  was  impressed  with  the  professionalism  and  can-do  attitude  of  the  members  of  me  NH  ANG, 
which  was  indistinguishable  to  me  from  the  memtfers  of  me  Active  Duty  Air  Force  of  me  507  BMW. 
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In  1 99 1 , 1  became  a  founding  member  of  the  Seacoasl  Mass  Casualty  Incident  (MCI)  Planning  Committee,  a  joint 
CIV/MIL  group  that  organizes  and  runs  triennial  large  scale  MCI  exercises  at  the  Pease  Airport  The  original  Seacoast 
Response  —  1991  exercise  was  organized  by  tlie  NH  ANG,  when  they  were  the  temporary  landlords  of  the  Pease  Airport, 
after  the  Pease  AFB  was  closed  under  BRAC  I.  and  before  the  State  of  NH’s  Pease  Development  Authority  (PDiM  took 
over  operation  of  the  airport.  That  combined  CIV/MIL  exercise,  which  was  based  on  the  crash  of  United  232  in  Sioux 
City.  lA  in  July,  1989,  had  over  1,000  participants,  and  165  victim  volunteers  were  transported  to  the  five  area  hospitals 
in  NH  and  ME  within  I  hour  and  15  mmutes  -  an  incredible  feat!  The  CIV  and  MIL  communities  worked  seamlessly 
together.  Since  that  time,  the  NH  ANG  has  continued  to  participate  in  all  the  FAA  mandated  CIV  triennial  drills  at  Pease 
to  varying  degrees.  The  NH  ANG  is  currently  part  of  the  planning  group  for  our  upcoming  MCI  Seacoast  Response  - 
2014  drilT on  October  4. 2014. 

In  December  1992,  the  NH  ANG  deployed  to  Moron,  Spain  for  the  Restore  Hope  humanitarian  support  mission.  It  was 
the  first  time  that  an  ANG  unit  created  a  multi-national/ multi-language  reftieling  operations  base,  that  then,  after  safely 
off-loading  over  one  million  gallons  of  fuel,  turned  the  operation  over  to  the  Active  Duty  Air  Force.  Many  of  the  lessons 
learned  in  Seacoast  Response  -  1991  were  used  to  establish,  execute,  and  complete  the  NH  ANG’s  excellent  mission 
outcome. 

1  reside  in  Newmarket,  NH,  at  the  edge  of  the  Great  Bay.  under  the  approach  path  to  Runway  16  at  Pease.  While  growing 
up  in  Brooklyn,  NY,  I  lived  under  the  approach  path  to  /La  Guardia  Airport  (LGA).  1  am  familiar  with  the  noise  levels 
and  visiblymlfution  emanating  from  DC-7s,  Lockheed  Constellations.  Lockheed  Electras,  and  early  model  DC -9s,  B- 
727s,  and  Bl-737s.  The  noise  and  air  pollution  coming  from  the  current  KC-l35Rs  inbound  to  Pease  is  much  less,  and  not 
at  all  disturbing.  I  feel  proud  to  look  up  and  see  the  force,  power  and  protection  of  the  USA  projected  in  the  sky 
overhead.  The  noise  levels  and  air  pollution  form  the  KC-46A  will  be  less.  My  pride  will  be  even  greater! 

I  am  a  licensed  Private  Pilot  with  an  Instrument  Rating,  and  fly  out  of  Littlebrook  Airpark  (3B4)  in  Eliot,  ME,  a  smalL 
non-towered  General  Aviation  airport,  with  an  Aerobatic  Box  above,  which  is  5  miles  from  the  Pease  runway.  My  safety 
and  security  in  the  air  have  never  been  a  concern  of  mine.  The  control  tower  at  Pease  (KPSM)  is  staffed  by  both 
members  of  the  260  ATC  Squadron  and  DOD  ATC  professionals,  who  are  consummate  in  their  skill  of  handling  the 
diverse  traffic  in  the  Pease  environment,  from  large  militaiy  aircraft  to  a  wide  range  of  civilian  aircraft  -  from  factory 
built  General  Aviation  aircraft  of  all  sizes  to  homebuilt  aircraft  ultralights  and  helicopters,  to  corporate  Jets,  to 
commercial,  charter,  and  cargo  airliners.  There  are  multiple  other  General  Aviation  airports  within  a  5u  mile  radius  of 
Pease,  along  with  Boston  Logan  (KBOS),  Manchester  (KMHT),  and  Portland  ME  (KPw^)  jetports.  The  air  traffic 
control  (ATC)  services  provided  by  Pease  are  highly  commendable. 

Prior  to  the  9/1  L2CK)I  terror  attacks,  the  NH  .ANG  hosted  CIV  pilot  safety  conferences  that  were  sponsored  by  the 
Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association’s  Air  Safety  Institute/Foundation  (AOPA  ASI/F).  They  have  also  safely  and 
successfully  sponsored  multiple  summer  air  shows,  in  conjunction  with  the  Pease  Development  authority  (PDA).  The 
Boy  Scouts  of  America  (BSA),  and  the  NH  Brain  Injury  Association  (NH  BIA). 

I  am  a  volunteer  member  of  the  Executive  Committee  and  the  NH  Awards  Chair  of  the  Employer  Support  of  the  Guard 
and  Reserve  (ESGR).  a  DOD-chartered  organization  that  seeks  to  promote  a  culture  in  which  all  American  employers 
support  and  value  the  military  service  of  their  employees.  In  this  capacity,  I  interact  with  the  troops,  the  non¬ 
commissioned  officers,  and  the  senior  leaders  of  the  NH  ANG.  I  know  the  pride  of  all  the  members  of  the  NH  ANG  to  be 
the  “best  of  the  best.” 

The  members  of  the  NH  ANG  are  our  neighbors.  The  1 57  ARW  at  Pease  ANGS,  along  with  the  Active  Associate  64 
ARS,  are  excellent  neighbors,  themselves,  to  the  surrounding  communities.  The  members  of  the  NH  ANG  at  Pease 
ANGs,  NH  support  their  own  members  in  need,  through  the  Minuteman  Fund,  and  the  NH  Chaplain’s  Emergency  Relief 
fund. 

An  organization  is  only  as  good  as  its  people,  and  can  only  achieve  its  missions,  goals  and  objectives  with  strong 
leadership  and  excellent  members.  The  NH  ANG  at  Pease  ANGS,  NH  excels  on  all  measures,  and  therefore  win  be  very 
successful  with  the  KC-46A  Beddown. 

The  Beddown  of  the  KC-46A  will  bring  an  economic  boost  to  the  Seacoast  region  of  NH  and  ME,  increase  regional 
employmenu  and  add  significant  strategic  value. 

I  am  proud  of  my  thirty  year  affiliation  with  the  NHNG,  the  NH  ANG,  and  the  members  of  the  157  ARW  at  Pease 
ANGs,  NH.  The  NH  ANG  truly  epitomizes  all  three  of  the  USAF’s  Core  Values;  Integrity  First,  Service  Before  Self, 
and  Excellence  in  All  We  Do. 

I  am  honored  to  give  my  unconditional  support  to,  and  recommendation  of,  the  awarding  of  the  MOB  2  KC-46A 
Beddown  to  the  Pease  ANGS,  NH. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  comments. 


Respectfully  submitted 


Melvin  E.  Prostkoff.  MD 


B6-354 
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Southeastern  Franklin  County 
Chamber  of  Commerce 


400  Sheryl  Drive 


Groveport,  Ohio  43 1 25 


January  18,  2013 

Colonel  James  V.  Jones 

Commander 

121st  Air  Refueling  Wing 

7370  Minuteman  Way 

Columbus,  Ohio  43217 

Dear  Colonel  Jones: 

On  behalf  of  the  Southeastern  Franklin  County  Chamber  of  Commerce,  let  me  express  our 
excitement  on  making  the  short  list  of  locations  for  the  new  KC-46  Tanker.  Since  the  1940s, 
Rickenbacker  has  continuously  and  capably  hosted  military  aviation  operations.  Military 
personnel  and  their  families  have  found  the  Southeastern  Franklin  County  Region  to  be  a  vibrant 
home  in  which  to  live,  work  and  play.  We'd  be  honored  to  host  the  first  Air  National  Guard-led  KC- 
46A  main  operating  base.  Our  Chamber  offers  the  vital  support  to  ensure  your  Airmen  and  their 
families  feel  welcome,  grow  and  prosper. 

We  know  you  will  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  our  Region  and  compare  us  against  other  competitors 
to  ensure  the  best  choice  for  your  people,  your  aircraft  and  your  mission.  But  as  a  thriving  area, 
you'll  find  no  better,  no  more  sustainable  home.  We  promise  you'll  be  well  taken  care  of  in 
Southeastern  Franklin  County.  Your  KC-46  ANG  MOB  should  be  Rickenbacker  Air  Guard  Station. 
If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  us  at  614.836.5900. 


Sincerely, 


■kJ 


Robert  Garvin 
President 

Southeastern  Franklin  County  Chamber  of  Commerce 
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JIM  HUGHES 
State  Senator 
Senate  Building 

1  Capita!  Square,  Columbus,  Ohio  43215 
Phone  614-466-5981 
Fax  614-466-7662 


OHIO  SENATE 

18th  District 

Gomt]Ditle_es 

Insurance  &  Financial  Institutions, 
Chair 

Public  Safety,  Local  Government  & 
Veterans  Affairs,  Vice-Chair 
Criminal  Justice 
Finance 
Rules 


Febmary  20,  2014 
Victor  Wilson 

Ohio  National  Guard  Association 
1299  Virginia  Avenue 
Columbus,  OH  43212 

Dear  Mr.  Wilson, 

T  am  contacting  you  to  express  my  support  for  the  proposed  beddown  of  one  squadron  of  KC-46 
aircrafts  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Station,  I  personally  visited  the  area  eutd  believe 
that  it  is  a  great  location  for  the  aircrafts,  future  jobs,  and  economic  growth  associated  with 
construction  and  renovation.  As  an  elected  official  who  repre.sents  Columbus,  I  believe  the 
development  oftliis  area  will  not  only  create  jobs,  but  will  also  serve  as  progression  toward 
welcoming  more  businesses  to  this  community'. 

Upon  my  review  of  the  details  set  forth  for  this  development,  1  wholeheartedly  support  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46  aircrafts  and  I  believe  it  will  prove  beneficial  to  the  community  as  a 
whole. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions. 


Sincerely, 


Hughes@ohiosenate.gov 
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Dr.  Calvin  L.  Taylor 

Lt.  Co/.,  USA,  Retired 

Worthington.  OH  43085 

March  21,  2014 

KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager, 

NGB/A7AM.  Shepperd  Hall 
3501  Fetchet  Avenue 
Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5 1 57 
AKG  ENV  comnientsi'a'anu  af  niil 

SUBJECT:  KC  46-A  Future  Location 

Dear  Madam  Secretary: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  assigning  the  KC-46A  “Pegasus"  to  Rickenbacker  Air  National 
Guard  Base  located  in  Columbus,  Ohio.  The  Air  National  Guard  units  located  at  Rickenbacker 
have  a  long-standing  history  of  worldwide  military  support  missions.  Rickenbacker  is  not  only 
capable  but  is  ready,  along  with  the  surrounding  community  partners,  to  accept  the  new  role  of  the 
main  operating  base  for  tlie  KC-46  A  This  holistic  capability  was  understated  in  previous 
assessments 

Homeland  defense  and  national  security  would  be  well  served  by  location  of  the  KC-46A  at 
Rickenbacker.  Columbus  is  within  one  hour  flight  time  to  60%  of  the  U.S.  population  The 
Rickenbacker  and  Columbus  International  Airports  located  with  a  few  miles  of  one  another, 
operated  by  a  single  Airport  Authority,  provide  four  heavy  lift  capability  runways.  Available 
“intemiodal”  capability  of  rail,  road,  and  air  combined  with  existing  distribution  and  warehouse 
facilities  (Fed  Ex,  UPS,  Cargo  Lux,  and  Cathay  Pacific)  as  well  as  the  Defense  Logistics  Supply 
Center,  provide  an  “inland  port"  These  existing  capabilities  provide  low-cost,  joint  use  surge 
capabilities  that  could  benefit  KC-46  operations. 

Columbus,  Ohio  is  the  15"'  largest  city  and  rated  the  ll"'  most  military  friendly  city  in 
America.  Columbus  was  recently  awarded  an  Employer  of  the  Guard  and  Reserve  award.  Central 
Ohio  has  90,000  veterans  in  the  area. 

I  request  your  serious  consideration  in  locating  the  KC-46A  at  Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard 
Base 


Sincerely, 


Dr.  Calvin  L,  Taylor 
(Lt  Col,  USA,  Retired) 

BCF  Honorable  Deborah  Lee  James 
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From:  Tur,  Anthony  rmailto:anthonv  turcafws.aovi 
Sent:  Tuesday,  April  01,  2014  1:38  PM 
To:  Kreider,  Amanda  J. 

Cc:  John  Warner;  Jeannine  Dube 

Subject:  Re;  Draft  EIS  -  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations 


Ms  Kreider, 

As  stated  in  the  draft  EIS  Section  3. 3. 5. 3  (pg.  3-74),  dated  February  2014,  there  are  no  known  occurrences  of 
federally  listed  or  candidate  species  within  the  vicinity  of  the  157  ARW  installation  Consequently,  I  have  no 
information  to  justify  the  need  for  further  consultation  regarding  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  _ 


83-1 


Thank  You  for  coordinating 
Tony 


Anthony  Tur 

Endangered  Species  Biologist 
U  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
New  England  Field  Office 
70  Commercial  Street,  Suite  300 
Concord,  New  Hampshire  03301 

Phone  (603)223-2541  x.24 
Anthony  TurtrOfws.aov 

http://www,fws.aov/newenuland/ 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
PITTSBURGH  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
WILLIAM  S.  MOORHEAD  FEDERAL  BUILDING 
1000  LIBERTY  AVENUE 
PITTSBURGH.  PA  15222-4186 

REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF 

March  25,  2014 

Operations  Division 
Regulatory  Branch 

20r3-1818 


Anne  Rowe 

NGB/A7AM 

Sheppard  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

1  refer  to  your  letter  dated  February  I,  2014  and  Draft  EIS  with  CD,  received  in  this 
office  February  1 1,  2014,  requesting  comments  on  the  proposed  alternative  locations  for  the 
second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB2)  project.  The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  plans  to 
beddown  the  new  aircraft  KC-46A  fleet  at  the  MOB2,  which  will  be  lead  by  the  Air  National 
Guard. 


The  US.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  regulates  earth  moving  activities  within  streams  or 
wetlands.  This  includes  any  placement  of  fill  material,  temporary  or  permanent.  If  you  are 
proposing  a  new  project  that  entails  the  placement  of  fill  material  in  waters  (including  wetlands), 
or  if  you  are  proposing  a  modification  to  an  existing  project  that  entails  the  placement  of  fill 
material  in  waters,  then  this  letter  serves  as  your  notice  that  your  project  may  require  a  permit 
from  this  office. 


84-1 


Based  on  the  information  contained  within  the  Draft  EIS  it  appears  that  impacts  to  waters 
may  be  proposed.  We  recommend  that  you  hire  a  qualified  wetland  consultant  to  evaluate  the 
entire  project  area  in  order  to  determine  if  any  streams  or  wetlands  are  present.  Enclosed  is  a  list 
of  wetland  consultants.  If  impacts  to  streams  or  wetlands  are  in  fact  proposed,  you  should  again 
contact  this  office  to  discuss  permitting  requirements  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  avoid  and 
minimize  impacts  to  the  aquatic  resources  on-site  We  will  continue  to  work  with  you  in  order  to 
protect  any  aquatic  resources  that  may  be  present.  — 

This  project  has  been  assigned  Department  of  the  Army  Permit  Number  2013-1818 
Please  refer  to  this  number  in  all  future  correspondence.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please 
contact  Linda  Everley  at  412-395-7152  or  by  e-mail:  Linda.L.Everlev@usace.annv  mil. 

Sincerely, 

/signed/ 

Joshua  D  Shaffer  /dr 

Jon  T.  Coleman 

Chief,  South  Section,  Regulatory  Branch 
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Enclosure 

Copy  Furnished: 

KC-46A  ETS  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM 

Sheppard  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5 1 57 
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Wetland  Consultant  List 

The  following  is  a  list  of  contractors  for  environmental  and  engineering  services.  This  list  is  not  all 

inclusive.  This  list  contains  only  firms  who  have  requested  listing.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  provides 

this  list  as  a  service  to  the  public.  No  recommendation 

or  guarantee  of  competence  or  experience  is 

implied  by  this  listing.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  neither  endorses  nor  accepts  responsibility  for  work 

performed  by  any  finn  on  this  list.  We  suggest  that  prospective  clients  ask  for  credentials  before 

contracting  for  professional  services. 

NOTE:  The  Corps  is  the  final  authority  with  respect  to  the  delineation  of  wetland  areas  and  other 

waters  of  the  U.S.,  as  well  as  the  determination  of  activities  requiring  Department  of  the  Army 

permits.  All  wetland  delineations  must  be  conducted  and  documented  in  accordance  with  the  “  1 987 

Wetland  Delineation  Manual.”  The  Corps  will  review 

all  preliminary  jurisdictional  determinations  to 

verify  their  accuracy. 

A.D.  Marble  &  ComDaiiv 

ARM  Group,  Inc. 

1000  Gamma  Drive,  Suite  203 

1 1 29  West  Governor  Road 

Pittsburgh,  PA  15238 

P.O.  Box  797 

412-968-5977 

Flershey,  PA  17033 

Fax:412-968-5978 

717-533-8600 

www.admarble.com 

www.annurouD.net 

AGES,  Inc. 

■ASC  Group,  Inc. 

2402  Hookstown  Grade  Road 

4620  Indianola  Avenue 

Suite  200 

Columbus,  OH  43214 

Clinton,  PA  15026 

614-268-2514 

412-264-6453 

www.ascgroup.net 

412-264-6567  Fax 

www.apDliedueologv.net 

Atlantic  Environmental  Group,  Inc. 

453  S.R.  227 

Alliance  Consulting 

Oil  City,  PA  16301 

Raleiglt  County  Airport  Industrial  Park 

814-677-3139 

124  Philpott  Lane 

Beaver,  WV  25813 

Blazoskv  Associates.  Inc. 

304-255-0491 

787  Pine  Valley  Drive 

WWW.  aci  -  w  V .  com 

Suite  C 

Pittsburgh,  PA  15239 

Allstar  Ecology,  LLC. 

724-733-2060 

1580  McKinney  Cave  Road 

724-733-2077  Fax 

Reedsville,  WV  26547 

www.blazosky.com 

Phone/Fax:  1-866-213-2666 

craigbfSblazoskv  com  Email 

( U  pdated  October  20 1 3 ) 
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Bob  Beran 

Collective  Efforts,  LLC 

2322  W.  Sunbury  Road 

462  Perry  Highway,  2'“  Floor 

Boyers,  PA  16020 

Pittsburgh,  PA  15229 

724-735-2766 

412-459-01 14 

BL  Companies 

CTL 

3755  Boettler  Oaks  Drive 

733  Fairmont  Road 

Suite  G 

Morgantown,  WV  26501 

Green,  OH  44685 

304-292-1135 

234-294-6340 

WWW  bl  com  oanies  com 

wwwf  ctlena.com 

Davev  Resource  Group 

Patrick  Bonislawskv 

1 500  N.  Mantua  Street 

3220  Maine  Street,  Apt.  C 

P  O.  Box  5193 

Aliquippa.  PA  15001 

Kent,  OH  44240 

724-774-3494 

330-673-5685 

www.davev.com 

Boord^  Benchek  &  Associates 

Dieffenbaucb  &  Hritz,  LLC 

345  Southpointe  Blvd. 

827  Fairmont  Road,  Suite  203 

Canonsburg,  PA  15317 

Morgantown,  WV  26501 

724-984-5482 

304-241-1694 

724-746-1244  Fax 

WWW  boordbenchek.com 

WWW . dan  dhen  aineers.com 

ebenchek(®boordbenchek.com  Email 

Duda  Environmental 

429  Jumonville  Road 

Bowser  Morner 

Hopwood,  PA  1 5445 

4518  Taylorsville  Road 

724-438-3036 

Dayton,  OH  45424 

724-438-3929  Fax 

937-236-8805 

vvww.bowser-momer.com 

duda-environmentalfrt)hotmail  com 

The  EADS  Group 

Buckeye  Mineral  Services.  Inc. 

1 126  Eighth  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  546 

Altoona,  PA  16602 

New  Philadelphia,  OH  44663 

814-944-5035 

WWW .  eadsaroup  com 

Civil  &  Environmental  Consultants. 

Inc. 

333  Baldwin  Road 

E.A.  Thaner  &  Environment,  Inc. 

Pittsburgh,  PA  1 5205 

995 1  Old  Perry  Highway 

412-429-2324 

Wexford,  PA  15090 

www.cecinc.coni 

724-935-8188 

CME  Manaeement.,  LLC 

Ecoloav  &  Environment,  Inc. 

165  East  Union  Street 

5098  West  Washington  Street 

Somerset,  PA  15501 

Suite  406 

814-443-3344 

Cross  Lanes,  WV  25313 

304-769-0207 

www.ene.com 

(Updated  October  2013) 
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Ecotune 

215  Executive  Drive 
Suite  204 

Cranberry  Township,  PA  16066 
724-779-9011 

Environmental  Solutions  &  Innovations.  Inc. 

4525  Este  Avenue 
Cincinnati,  OH  45232 
513-451-1777 
W  WW. environmental  si  com 
vbrack@environmental.com  Email 

EnviroScience 

3781  Darrow  Road 
Stow,  OH  44224 
330-688-01 1 1 

www.enviroscienceinc.com 

Envirens.  Inc. 

Michael  S.  Hollins 
410-299-6898 
envirens  com 
envirens@aol.com 

Flickineer  Wetland  Service  Group.  Inc. 

554  White  Pond  Drive,  Suite  D 
Fairlawn,  OH  44320 
330-865-0688 

www.flickinijei'wetlandaroup  com 

GAI  Consultants 

385  East  Waterford  Drive 
Homestead,  PA  15120 
412-476-2000 
www.tiaiconsultants.com 

Garvin  Boward  Beitko  Engineering.  Inc. 

632  South  Center  Avenue,  Apt  A 
Somerset,  PA  15501 
814-443-2548 

http  //itarvinbowardeng  com/ 
stoki@garvinbowardeng.com  Email 


Hatch  Mott  MacDonald 

Summit  Corporate  Center 
1001  Corporate  Drive,  Suite  100 
Canonsburg,  PA  15317 
(724)  514-5330 
WWW  hatchmott.com 
donald.nusser@hatchmott.coin 

Jack  A.  Hamilton  &  Associates.  Inc. 

342  High  Street,  Box  471 
Flushing,  OH  43977 
740-968-4847 

www.hamiltonandassoc  com 

Keystone  Consultants.  Inc. 

32  East  Main  Street 
Carnegie,  PA  15106 
412-278-2100 

WWW  kevstoneconsultants  net 

Kleski  Environmental  Services 

P.O  Box  812 
46071  State  Route  124 
Racine,  OH  45771 
740-949-2240 
www.kleskienviro  com 

L.  Robert  Kimball  &  Associates 

4 1 5  Moon  Clinton  Road 
Coraopolis,  PA  15108 
412-262-5400 
WWW  lrkimball.com 

Lee  Simpson  Associates.  Inc. 

203  West  Weber  Avenue 
P.O  Box  5504 
DuBois,  PA  15801 
814-371-7750 
www.leesimpson.com 

Lennon.  Smith.  &  Souleret  Engineering.  Inc. 

846  Fourth  Avenue 
Coraopolis,  PA  15108 
412-265-4400 
www.lsse.com 


(Updated  October  20131 
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MAD  Scientist  &  Associates.  Inc. 

Pennsylvania  Soil  &  Rock,  Inc. 

253  N.  State  Street,  Suite  101 

570  Beatty  Road 

Westerville,  OH  43081-1472 

Monroeville,  PA  15146 

614-818-9156 

412-372-4000 

www.madscientistassociates.net 

wwpasoilrock.com 

Maguire  Group,  Inc. 

Pgh  Wildlife  &  Environmental,  Inc, 

D.L.  Clark  Building,  6"’  Floor 

853  Beagle  Club  Road  , 

503  Martindale  Street 

McDonald,  PA  1 5057 

Pittsburgh,  PA  15212-5746 

724-796-5137 

412-322-8340 

WWW .  m  asLiire  arouD .  com 

nbossart®  wi  nstream  net 

Porter  Consultins  Engineers 

Melius  &  Hockenberrv 

814  North  Main  Street 

2402  William  Penn  Highway 

Meadville,  PA  16335 

Suite  2 

814-337-4447 

Johnstown,  PA  15909 

814-322-4822 

WWW .  D  ceen  aineers.com 

www.mhesinc.com 

Potesta  &  Associates.  Inc. 

7012  MacCorkle  Avenue,  SE 

Michael  Baker  Cornoration 

Charleston,  WV  25304 

Airside  Business  Park 

304-342-1400 

100  Airside  Drive 

Moon  Township,  PA  15108 

www.DOtesta.com 

412-269-4618 

R.A.  Smith  National,  Inc. 

WWW .  mbakercoro.  com 

300  Corbet  Street,  Suite  200B 

Tarentum,  PA  15084 

Morris  Knowles  &  Associates 

724-224-2330 

443  Athena  Drive 

Delmont,  PA  15626 

www.rasmithnational  com 

724-468-4622 

R.D.  Zande  «&  Associates 

www.morrisknowles  com 

1 500  Lake  Shore  Drive 

Suite  100 

MS  Consultants.  Inc. 

Columbus,  OH  43204 

1  South  Main  Street,  S'"  Floor 

614-486-4383 

Akron,  OH  44308-1864 

330-928-9617 

WWW. zande  com 

w'ww.  m  sconsultants.  com 

Skellv  and  Lov 

2500  Eldo  Road,  Suite  2 

The  Orin  Group,  LLC 

Monroeville,  PA  15146 

10  North  West  Avenue 

412-856-1676 

Suite  200 

Tallmadge,  OH  44278 

330-630-3937 

www.theorinsirouD.com 

WWW.  skel  1  vl  ov  com 

(Updated  October  2013) 
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S&MI- .  Inc. 

11 RS  Corporation 

6190  Enterprise  Court 

1375  Euclid  Ave.,  Suite  600 

Dublin,  OH  43016 

Cleveland,  OH  441 15 

614-793-2226 

216-622-2400 

AVAvw.smeinc.com 

WWW.  urscoro .  com 

T&M  Associates 

11  RS  Corporation 

1 1  Tindall  Road 

Foster  Plaza  4 

Middletown,  NJ  07748 

501  Holiday  Drive,  Suite  300 

732-671-6400 

Pittsburgh,  PA  15220 

732-671-7365  (fax) 

412-503-4700 

WAVW.  urscorp.com 

Terradon  Cornoration 

401  Jacobson  Drive 

Virginia  Waters  &  Wetlands,  Inc. 

Poca,  WV25I59 

274  Corporate  Circle 

304-729-9133 

Manassas,  V A  201 10 

WWW  terradon  com 

703-330-9992 

Thrasher  En&ineerine 

Wallace  &  Rancher,  Inc. 

30  Columbia  Boulevard 

1085  S.  Hermitage  Road 

P.O.  Box  1532 

Hermitage,  PA  16148 

Clarksburg,  WV  26301 

724-981-0155 

304-624-4108 

WWW  wallacenanchercom 

www.thrasherenK.com 

Western  Reserve  Land  Consultants 

Triad 

8650  Market  Street 

P.O  Box  228 

Boardman,  OH  44512 

Hagerstown,  MD  21740 
301-797-6400 

330-965-2337 

www.triadenK  com 

Wetlands  Studies  and  Solutions.  Inc. 

5300  Wellington  Branch  Drive,  Suite  100 

Tri-  Countv  Eneineerinu.  LLC 

Gainesville,  VA  20155 

3 1 9  Paintersville  Road 

703-679-5637 

Hunker,  PA  15639 

724-635-0210 

www.wetlandstudies.com 

W  WW  tri  count  veim  com 

W  HM  GrouD.  LTD 

2525  Green  Tech  Drive 

lirban  Engineers 

Suite  B 

1319  Sassafras  Street 

State  College,  PA  16803 

Erie,  PA  16501 

814-689-1650 

814-453-5702 

814-689-1557  Fax 

www.urbanenKineers.com 

WWW  wet  1  an  dsh  abi  tat .  com 
inauiries(®wetlandshabitatcomEmail 

(Updated  October  2013) 
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Wilson  Ecological  Consulting 

5 1 5  Henderson  Road 
Julian,  PA  16844 
814-933-2488 
www.wilsonecolouical.com 

Widmer  Engineering 

806  Lincoln  Place 
Beaver  Falls,  PA  15010 
724-847-1696 

www.widmerenuineerinu.coni 


(Updated  October  20131 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  SERVICE 

New  England  Field  Office 
70  Commercial  Street,  Suite  300 
Concord,  NH  03301-5087 
http://www.fws.gov/newengland 


Reference: 


Anne  Rowe 

NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews  MD  20762-5157 

Dear  Ms.  Rowe: 

This  responds  to  your  recent  correspondence  requesting  information  on  the  presence  of  federally 
listed  and/or  proposed  endangered  or  threatened  species  in  relation  to  the  proposed  activity 
referenced  above.  These  comments  arc  provided  in  accordance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (87 
Stat.  884,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  1531,  er  seq.). 

Based  on  information  currently  available  to  us,  no  federally  listed  or  proposed,  threatened  or 
endangered  species  or  critical  habitat  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are 
known  to  occur  in  the  project  area.  Preparation  of  a  Biological  Assessment  or  further  consultation 
with  us  under  section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  not  required.  No  further  Endangered 
Species  Act  coordination  is  necessary  for  a  period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  this  letter,  unless 
additional  information  on  listed  or  proposed  species  becomes  available. 

To  obtain  updated  lists  of  federally  listed  or  proposed  threatened  or  endangered  species  and  critical 
habitats,  it  is  not  necessary  to  contact  this  office.  Instead,  please  visit  the  Endangered  Species 
Consultation  page  on  the  New  England  Field  Office’s  website: 

www.fws.gov/newengland/endangeredspec-comulialion  him  (accessed  January  2013) 

On  the  website,  there  is  also  a  link  to  procedures  that  may  allow  you  to  conclude  if  habitat  for  a  listed 
species  is  present  in  the  project  area.  If  no  such  habitat  exists,  then  no  federally  listed  species  are 
present  in  the  project  area  and  there  is  no  need  to  contact  us  for  further  consultation.  If  the  above 


March  25,2014 

Project  Location 

Draft  EIS,  2"“*  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  Pease  ANGS,  NH 
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1  home  of  the  new  KC-46A.  The  airmen  from  the 

2  190th  are  active  in  our  community,  and  they  are 

3  highly  represented  by  the  citizens  in  our 

4  community.  The  active  duty  airmen  and  their 

5  families  with  the  KC-46A  operating  base  would 

6  equally  be  welcome  and  would  quickly  become  a 

7  part  of  our  family.  The  Board  of  County 

8  Commissioners  strongly  encourages  you  to 

9  consider  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base 

10  as  the  new  home  for  the  Air  National  Guard 

11  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base.  We  stand  ready  to 

12  provide  whatever  assistance  we  can  to  assure  a 

13  smooth  transition  and  move  to  Topeka.  Signed 

14  Bob  Archer,  Chair;  Kevin  Cook,  Vice  Chair;  and 

15  Shelly  Buhler,  Member  of  the  Commission. 

16  COLONEL  SHERMAN:  Thank  you,  sir. 

17  CHAIRMAN  ARCHER:  Now,  on  a  personal 

18  note,  as  an  elected  official,  I  get  a  lot  of 

19  different  assignments  and  requests,  and  one 

20  that  I  got  for  the  Visit  Topeka  magazine  was  to 

21  say  in  your  own  words  what  makes  Topeka  unique. 

22  And  I  submitted  the  following:  The  small  town 

23  charm,  friendliness  and  cooperation  of  a 

24  capital  city  with  great  education,  arts  and 

25  livability  make  Topeka  one  of  a  kind.  I  hope 
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1  you'll  locate  here.  We'd  really  love  to  have 

2  the  fueler.  Thank  you  very  much. 

3  COLONEL  SHERMAN:  Next  we  have  Mr. 

4  Neil  Dobler  from  the  Chamber  of  Commerce.  Sir. 

5  MR.  DOBLER:  Thank  you.  Thank  you 

6  and  welcome.  My  name  is  Neil  Dobler.  I 

7  represent  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  the 

8  capacity  of  the  chairman  of  the  board  for  2014. 

9  I  have  some  prepared  comments  which  I  will 

10  leave. 

11  The  Greater  Topeka  Chamber  of  Commerce 

12  strongly  urges  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  to  place  the 

13  First  Air  National  Guard  KC-46A  Main  Operating 

14  Base  with  the  190th  Air  Refuelling  Wing  at 

15  Forbes  Field  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Topeka, 

16  Kansas.  The  190th  has  worked  diligently  over 

17  the  years  along  with  the  leadership  from  the 

18  Air  Force  and  Air  National  guard  to  create  one 

19  of  the  highest-quality  and  most  cost  effective 

20  tanker  operations  in  the  country.  They  have 

21  done  that  with  the  strong  support  of  this 

22  community,  as  you  have  heard  from  the  Mayor  and 

23  Chairman  Archer.  This  community  has  been  home 

24  to  Forbes  Field  since  1942,  so  we  have  a  long, 

25  long  history. 
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1  Company  and  chairman  of  the  board  of  Go  Topeka. 

2  Most  of  what  I've  already  said  has  been  said  by 

3  the  distinguished  gentlemen  that  got  to  speak 

4  ahead  of  me.  And  I  appreciate  them  going 

5  through  all  of  that. 

6  I  do  want  to  add  that  the  Topeka  business 

7  community  --  and  I  see  this  in  my  work  life, 

8  and  I  see  this  in  being  involved  in  Go  Topeka 

9  --  is  very  supportive  of  the  military,  very 

10  supportive  of  the  190th.  The  190th  adds  great 

11  economic  value  to  Topeka,  and  I  believe  Topeka 

12  adds  great  economic  value  to  the  190th.  One  of 

13  the  advantages  of  bringing  the  aircraft  here  is 

14  that  we  do  have  a  very  large  Air  Force  base 

15  runway  so  it  can  accommodate  those.  The 

16  facilities  here  and  the  infrastructure  here  are 

17  already  in  place,  with  minor  adjustments  for 

18  the  military  to  be  able  to  use  our  facilities 

19  here  in  Topeka.  Our  community  has  very  strong 

20  support.  We've  got  the  housing,  we've  got  the 

21  schools,  we've  got  some  great  opportunities  for 

22  education  and  great  opportunities  for  jobs  for 

23  the  family  members  of  the  military  that  would 

24  be  coming  to  Topeka  should  this  happen.  So  it 

25  would  be  a  great  opportunity  for  the  military 
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as  well  to  come  to  Topeka  with  these  additional 

35 

2 

aircraft . 

3 

A  few  years  ago  my  son  joined  the  Marine 

4 

Reserves;  and  with  that,  I  have  had  an 

5 

opportunity  to  get  a  little  more  first  hand 

6 

knowledge  and  observation,  I  should  probably 

7 

say,  of  how  the  public  supports  the  military  in 

8 

Topeka.  And  it  is  just  outstanding  when  he 

9 

goes  places,  the  reactions  that  he  gets  because 

10 

of  his  service  to  our  country.  And  we 

11 

certainly  appreciate  your  service  to  our 

12 

country  and  everything  that  you  have  done  for 

13 

us  through  today.  We  certainly  encourage  you 

14 

to  bring  the  KC-46A  here  to  Topeka.  Thank  you 

15 

very  much. 

16 

COLONEL  SHERMAN:  You're  welcome. 

17 

sir.  This  evening's  goal  was  to  provide  you 

18 

with  open  communication  and  accurate 

19 

information  to  ensure  your  informed 

20 

participation  in  the  NEPA  Process.  I  hope  that 

21 

we  have  achieved  that  goal.  Please  feel  free 

22 

to  visit  the  information  booths  and  ask  any 

23 

additional  questions  you  may  have  regarding 

24 

this  proposed  action.  You  have  an  opportunity 

25 

during  the  formal  comment  period  ending  March 

B6-372 
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1  history  of  military  presence,  we're  very  proud  to  have 

2  this  hearing  tonight  and  very  proud  that  there  may  be 

3  an  opportunity  for  the  KC-46A  to  be  in  the  Portsmouth 

4  area,  and  certainly,  because  of  the  public  hearing, 

5  taking  into  consideration  the  environmental  impact  on 

6  the  City  of  Portsmouth  and  the  surrounding  area. 

7  I  urge  all  citizens  to  support  this  proposal,  to 

8  support  the  New  Hampshire  National  Guard  as  they  have. 

9  We  appreciate  all  that  you're  doing  in  our  community. 

10  You  are  definitely  part  of  our  community.  This  is 

11  definitely  a  team  effort,  and  we  appreciate  your 

12  presence.  And  we  look  forward  to  supporting  you  in 

13  your  future  endeavors,  working  with  you,  and  being 

14  part  of  this  new  program.  So  thank  you  very  much. 

15  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

16  Mayor. 

17  State  Senator  Martha  Fuller  Clark. 

18  SENATOR  CLARK:  Thank  you  very  much  for  the 

19  opportunity  to  speak,  and  thank  you  all  for  being  here 

20  this  evening.  I  have  a  letter  that  I  would  like  to 

21  read  into  the  record. 

22  Dear  Members  of  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  I  am 

23  writing  in  support  of  bringing  the  Air  Force's  new 
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1  safe  —  see,  this  is  where  I  get  very  emotional  for 

2  what  you  do  --  and  we  are  happy  to  drive  to  work 

3  side-by-side  with  the  Air  National  Guard's  women  and 

4  men  here  at  Pease.  And  because  the  existing  ANG  wing 

5  is  already  here,  all  the  facilities  and 

6  infrastructures  are  in  place  to  receive  the  new  KC-46A 

7  plane.  Logistically,  this  is  a  no-brainer,  and 

8  economically,  this  would  have  a  wonderful  impact  on 

9  the  area  by  creating  new  jobs,  and  to  me,  the  math  is 

10  pretty  simple. 

11  We  have  been  fortunate  enough  to  see  Pease 

12  Tradeport  become  a  commercial  success,  but  it  would 

13  not  be  the  same  place  without  those  Air  National  Guard 

14  planes  and  the  people  who  make  them  work  so  well.  I 

15  fully  support  the  efforts  of  the  Pease  Air  National 

16  Guard  Base  to  acquire  the  KC-46A  Pegasus  Tanker,  and  I 

17  look  forward  to  continuing  our  partnership  in  the 

18  future. 

19  Renee  Plummer.  Thank  you. 

20  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

21  Ms.  Plummer. 

22  Mr.  Doug  Bates. 

23  MR.  BATES:  My  name  is  Doug  Bates.  I'm 
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1  forward  to  the  continuation  of  the  reliability  and 

2  future  generations  with  the  KC-46A.  Pease  is  proud  to 

3  be  an  ideal  location  with  the  optimum  facilities  for 

4  the  U.S.  military's  tanker  mission,  and  we  are  proud 

5  to  own  and  operate  the  airport  that  will  host  the 

6  first  rollout  of  the  Guard's  KC-46AS.  Thank  you. 

7  COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 

8  Mr .  Hopper . 

9  Mr.  John  Frink. 

10  MR.  FRINK:  Yes,  I'm  John  Frink.  I  represent 

11  only  myself,  my  bees,  my  vegetable  garden,  my  animals. 

12  I  have  a  very  small  farm  that's  very  close  to  the 

13  north  end  of  the  runway,  and  I  would  like  to  comment 

14  on  the  environmental  impact  that  Newington  has  had 

15  because  of  the  installation. 

16  I  do  respect  and  admire  the  Air  National  Guard. 

17  They  are  good  neighbors,  far  better  than  what  we  had 

18  when  we  had  Pease  Air  Force  base.  You  only  have  to 

19  get  a  little  bit  close  to  the  Newington  side  of  the 

20  air  base  and  you  can  see  the  pollution  mediation 

21  measures  that  have  been  taken  and  you  see  the 

22  monitoring  wells  and  things  are  not  what  they  were. 

23  But  that  is  neither  here  nor  there. 
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1  I  would  like  to  relate  a  story  just  for  my 

2  credibility  here.  I  attended  a  town  meeting  in 

3  Newington  when  the  town  was  being  asked  to  purchase  a 

4  conservation  easement  on  property  owned  by  Ghuruda 

5  Khalsa,  which  is  adjacent  to  the  north  boundary  of 

6  Pease.  And  there  was  a  person,  a  resident  in 

7  Newington  who  was  a  former  Air  National  Guard  member 

8  and  who  spoke  up,  and  he  said,  you  know,  before  the 

9  town  really  gets  too  involved  in  purchasing  this 

10  easement,  it  would  probably  be  a  good  idea  to  have  an 

11  environmentalist  come  out  and  look  at  the  property 

12  because  when  I  was  at  the  Air  National  Guard,  we 

13  dumped  a  lot  of  fuel  on  that  property.  Now,  I  know 

14  it's  a  policy,  although  I  have  not  personally  called 

15  the  Air  National  Guard,  to  deny  jettisoning  of  fuel, 

16  however,  I  get  up  in  the  morning  and  certain 

17  atmospheric  conditions,  and  there's  a  very  strong 

18  smell  of  kerosene. 

19  Now,  I've  heard  that  this  is  because  of  the 

20  warm-up  process  and  prevailing  winds.  I've  also  hearc 

21  that  it's  necessary  to  jettison  fuel  in  order  to  land 

22  or  take  off  or  something.  But  it's  distressing. 

23  It's  perhaps  better  that  I  would  ask  the 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  B6  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


B6-376 


Final  -  June  2014 


50 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 


question  rather  than  try  to  make  a  formal  statement 
here,  and  the  question  would  be,  with  the  new  tankers, 
which  I'm  sure  are  probably  environmentally  more 
friendly  than  the  KC-135s,  given  that  the  8  aircraft 
would  be  replaced  by  12,  would  there  be  more  of  this 
jet  fuel  in  the  air  over  my  house?  I  have  honey  bees 
that  aren't  doing  well.  That  probably  is  the  case 
almost  everywhere.  I  have  a  vegetable  garden,  which 
is  pretty  much  organic,  and  I  think  it's  important  to 
really  consider  the  environment. 

The  City  of  Portsmouth  and  State  of  New 
Hampshire  have  always  been  very  supportive  of  the 
military  base  there,  but  the  people  in  Newington  are 
the  ones  that  really  experience  the  downside.  I  have 
TCE  in  the  water  that  runs  through  my  property.  I 
don't  have  to  drink  that  water,  but  there  are 
environmental  impacts,  and  I  just  would  like  to  be 
reassured  that  the  amount  of  fuel  in  the  air  vapor  is 
not  going  to  increase  due  to  the  increased  aircraft. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONEL  MULDOON  (Judge  Advocate) :  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Frink.  Dr.  Melvin  Prostkoff. 

DR.  PROSTKOFF:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Dr. 


pi-l 

ont. 
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1 

My  comment  isn't  addressing  the 

2 

environmental  impact.  The  small  attendance 

3 

numbers  you  see  here  should  be  proof  that  the 

4 

region  supports  the  171stj  the  expansion,  and  we 

5 

want  to  see  the  171st  get  the  new  tankers  and 

6 

continue  serving  and  doing  the  fantastic  job 

7 

they  do. 

8 

That  is  my  comment.  Thank  you  very  much. 

9 

COLONEL  ALLRED:  Thank  you,  sir. 

10 

I  want  to  make  sure  everyone  has  an 

11 

opportunity  to  provide  comments  or  questions. 

12 

Is  there  any  other  question  or  comment  from 

13 

anyone  this  evening? 

14 

(No  response.) 

15 

COLONEL  ALLRED:  Apparently  not. 

16 

I  would  like  to  give  the  National  Guard 

17 

Bureau  an  opportunity  to  address  any  questions 

18 

that  might  have  come  up  at  all.  I  think  I  have 

19 

in  front  of  us  all  of  the  questions  that  have 

20 

been  raised. 

21 

Any  other  questions  that  have  been  fielded? 

22 

I  want  to  make  sure  I  am  not  missing  anything. 

23 

If  you  still  should  have  any  questions  that 

24 

arise  after  we  have  closed  the  proceeding. 

25 

please  feel  free  to  visit  these  information 

National  Court  Reporters,  Inc. 

888.800.9656 

B6-378 
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1  we  brought  the  community  together  with  Senator  Rob 

2  Portman .  We  spent  a  full  day  here  and  learned,  I 

3  think,  A  through  Z  of  what  goes  on  here  at 

4  Rickenbacker . 

5  This  community  and  this  group  is 

6  committed,  regarding  this  mission,  to  help  drive 

7  down  the  cost  of  this  facility.  Also,  we  know  of  no 

8  environmental  obstacles  that  would  prevent  locating 

9  the  KC-46A  here  at  Rickenbacker.  We  fully  believe 

10  that  Rickenbacker  can  serve  this  mission  well.  We 

11  are  committed  if  the  mission  does  come  here,  as  a 

12  community,  to  help  connect  any  active  duty  to 

13  housing  and  other  quality  of  life  accommodations  and 

14  services. 

15  I  will  say  one  final  thing  and  remind 

16  everyone  here  of  the  historical  tradition  of  the 

17  Rickenbacker  Air  Force  Base.  As  you  walk  in  you  see 

18  the  historical  markers.  I  believe  many  folks 

19  believe  that  Eddie  Rickenbacker  would  be  very 

20  pleased  and  feel  it  was  appropriate  for  the  KC-4A's 

21  mission  to  be  here. 

22  With  that  I  appreciate  very  much  and  thank 

23  you  very  much  for  the  time. 

24  COLONEL  MARK  ALLRED:  Thank  you,  sir. 

25  Again,  we  want  to  ensure  that  everyone  has  ample 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  B  Public  Hearing  Transcripts,  Responses  to  Comments,  and 

Written  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  B6-379 


Final  -  June  2014 


- Original  Message - 

From:  ieromv  aDpleeatefSfws.eov  [mailto:ieroinv  appleeatefSfws.gov]  On  Behalf  Of  Ohio,  FW3 

Sent:  Monday,  April  07,  2014  1:39  PM 

To:  Rowe,  Anne  M  CTR  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM 

Subject:  Second  Main  Operation  Base  KC-46A  Beddown 


Kevin  and  Anne, 


Relative  to  the  subject  project,  you  have  made  a  determination  that  the  project  will  have  no  effect  on  the  federally 
endangered  Indiana  bat.  Because  you  have  made  a  "no  effect"  determination,  consultation  (and  FWS  concurrence) 
under  section  7(a)(2)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  not  required. 


94-1 


Please  contact  me  with  any  questions. 


Jeromy  Applegate 


614-416-8993 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Pennsylvania  Field  Office 
315  South  Allen  Street,  Suite  322 
State  College,  Pennsylvania  16801-4850 


April  2, 2014 


KC-46A  EIS  Project  Manager 

NGB/A7AM 

Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

•loint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 

RE:  USFWS  Project  #2013-1228 

Dear  Project  Manager: 


This  responds  to  your  letter  of  February  1, 2014,  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air 
National  Guard  Installations  located  in  several  states,  including  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  at  the 
Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station.  The  following  comments  are  provided  pursuant  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (87  Stat.  884,  as  amended:  16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.)  to  ensure  the 
protection  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  and  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA,  16 
U.S.C.  703-712;  Ch.  128;  July  13, 1918;  40  Stat.  755,  as  amended)  to  ensure  the  protection  of 
migratory  bird  species. 

Except  for  occasional  transient  species,  no  federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  95.1 
under  our  jurisdiction  are  knovyn  to  occur  within  the  project  impact  area.  _ I 


However,  the  Pittsburgh  Air  National  Guard  Station  is  within  the  range  of  the  northern  long- 
eared  bat  (Myolis  septentrionalis),  a  species  that  was  proposed  for  listing  as  an  endangered 
species  on  October  2,  2013.  No  critical  habitat  has  been  proposed  at  this  time.  Species  proposec 
for  listing  are  not  afforded  protection  under  the  ESA;  however,  as  soon  as  a  listing  becomes 
effective,  the  prohibition  against  jeopardizing  its  continued  existence  and  "Take”*  applies 
regardless  of  an  action’s  stage  of  completion.  Therefore,  to  avoid  project  delays  we 


95-2 


As  defined  in  the  Act.  take  means  “. . .  to  harass,  harm,  pursue,  hunt  shoot  wound,  kill,  trap,  capture,  or  collect,  or 
attempt  to  engage  in  any  such  conduct."  “Harm”  in  the  definition  of  take  means  an  act  which  kills  or  injures 
wildlife.  Such  act  may  include  significant  habitat  modification  or  degradation  that  results  in  death  or  injury  to  listed 
species  by  significantly  impairing  essential  behavioral  patterns,  including  breeding,  feeding  or  sheltering  (50  CFR 
part  1 7.3).  “Harass”  means  an  intentional  or  negligent  act  or  omission  which  creates  the  likelihood  of  injury  to 
wildlife  by  annoying  it  to  such  an  extent  as  to  disrupt  normal  behavioral  pattens  which  include,  but  are  not  limited 
to,  breeding,  feeding,  or  sheltering. 
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recommend  that  the  effect  of  the  project  on  northern  long  eared  bats,  and  their  habitat,  be 
considered  during  the  project  planning  and  design.  Additional  information  about  northern  long¬ 
eared  bats,  including  ecology,  habitat  descriptions,  listing  status  updates,  and  possible  conservation 
measures  may  be  found  at  h'wu’.  20v/midw'est/endansereJ/mammals/nlba/mdex.  hfinl  (click  on 
Northern  Long-eared  Bat  Interim  Conference  and  Planning  Guidance).  We  are  available  to 
discuss  potential  conservation  measures  specific  to  your  project  design.  _ 


Assessment  of  Risks  to  Migratory  Birds 


The  Service  is  the  principal  Federal  agency  charged  with  protecting  and  enhancing  populations  and 
habitat  of  migratory  bird  species.  The  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  prohibits  the  taking, 
killing,  possession,  transportation,  and  importation  of  migratory  birds,  their  eggs,  parts,  and  nests, 
except  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  While  the  MBTA  has  no 
provision  for  authorizing  incidental  take,  the  Service  recognizes  that  some  birds  may  be  killed  even  if 
all  reasonable  measures  to  avoid  take  are  implemented. 


The  potential  exists  for  avian  mortality  from  habitat  destruction  and  alteration  within  the  project 
boundaries.  Site-specific  factors  that  should  be  considered  in  project  siting  to  avoid  and  minimize 
the  risk  to  birds  include  avian  abundance;  the  quality,  quantity  and  type  of  habitat;  geographic 
location;  type  and  extent  of  bird  use  (e.g.  breeding,  foraging,  migrating,  etc.);  and  landscape  features. 
Please  review  the  enclosed  information  for  general  recommendations  for  avoiding  and  minimizing 
impacts  to  migratory  birds  within  and  around  the  project  area.  Please  be  aware  that  since  these  are 
general  guidelines,  some  of  them  may  not  be  applicable  to  the  current  project  design  or  they  may 
have  already  been  included  in  the  project  design. 


95-3 


To  avoid  potential  delays  in  reviewing  your  project,  please  use  the  above-referenced  USFWS 
project  tracking  number  in  any  future  correspondence  regarding  this  project. 


If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter,  please  contact  Pamela  Shellenberger  of  my  staff 
at  814-234-4090. 


Sincerely, 


Field  Office  Supervisor 
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Adaptive  Management  Practices  for  Conserving  Migratory  Birds 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  the  principal  Federal  agency  charged  with  protecting  and 
enhancing  populations  and  habitat  of  migratory  bird  species.  The  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 
(MBTA,  16  U.S.C.  703-712;  Ch.  128;  July  13,  1918;  40  Stat.  755,  as  amended)  prohibits  the 
taking,  killing,  possession,  transportation,  and  importation  of  migratory  birds,  their  eggs,  parts, 
and  nests,  except  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  While  the 
MBTA  has  no  provision  for  authorizing  incidental  take,  the  Service  recognizes  that  some  birds 
may  be  killed  even  if  all  reasonable  measures  to  avoid  take  are  implemented.  Unless  the  take  is 
authorized,  it  is  not  possible  to  absolve  individuals,  companies  or  agencies  from  liability  (even  if 
they  implement  avian  mortality  avoidance  or  similar  conservation  measures).  However,  the 
Office  of  Law  Enforcement  focuses  on  those  individuals,  companies,  or  agencies  that  take 
migratory  birds  with  disregard  for  their  actions  and  the  law. 

The  potential  exists  for  avian  mortality  from  habitat  destruction  and  alteration  within  the  project 
boundaries.  Site-specific  factors  that  should  be  considered  in  project  siting  to  avoid  and 
minimize  the  risk  to  birds  include  avian  abundance;  the  quality,  quantity  and  type  of  habitat; 
geographic  location;  type  and  extent  of  bird  use  {e.g.  breeding,  foraging,  migrating,  etc.);  and 
landscape  features. 

We  offer  the  following  recommendations  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  to  migratory  birds 
within  and  around  the  project  area: 

1.  Where  disturbance  is  necessary,  clear  natural  or  semi-natural  habitats  (e.g.,  forests, 
woodlots,  reverting  fields,  shrubby  areas)  and  perform  maintenance  activities  (e.g., 
mowing)  between  September  1  and  March  3 1 .  which  is  outside  the  nesting  season  for 
most  native  bird  species.  Without  undertaking  specific  analysis  of  breeding  species  and 
their  respective  nesting  seasons  on  the  project  site,  implementation  of  this  seasonal 
restriction  will  avoid  take  of  most  breeding  birds,  their  nests,  and  their  young  (i.e.,  eggs, 
hatchlings,  fledglings). 

2.  Minimize  land  and  vegetation  disturbance  during  project  design  and  construction.  To 
reduce  habitat  fragmentation,  co-locate  roads,  fences,  lay  down  areas,  staging  areas,  and 
other  infrastructure  in  or  immediately  adjacent  to  already-disturbed  areas  (e.g.,  existing 
roads,  pipelines,  agricultural  fields)  and  cluster  development  features  (e.g.,  buildings, 
roads)  as  opposed  to  distributing  them  throughout  land  parcels.  Where  this  is  not 
possible,  minimize  roads,  fences,  and  other  infrastructure. 

3.  Avoid  permanent  habitat  alterations  in  areas  where  birds  are  highly  concentrated. 
Examples  of  high  concentration  areas  for  birds  are  wetlands.  State  or  Federal  refuges, 
Audubon  Important  Bird  Areas,  private  duck  clubs,  staging  areas,  rookeries,  leks,  roosts, 
and  riparian  areas.  Avoid  establishing  sizable  structures  along  known  bird  migration 
pathways  or  known  daily  movement  flyways  (e.g.,  between  roosting  and  feeding  areas). 

4.  To  conserve  area-sensitive  species,  avoid  fragmenting  large,  contiguous  tracts  of  wildlife 
habitat,  especially  if  habitat  cannot  be  fully  restored  after  construction.  Maintain 
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contiguous  habitat  corridors  to  facilitate  wildlife  dispersal.  Where  practicable, 
concentrate  construction  activities,  infrastructure,  and  man-made  structures  {e.g., 
buildings,  cell  towers,  roads,  parking  lots)  on  lands  already  altered  or  cultivated,  and 
away  from  areas  of  intact  and  healthy  native  habitats.  If  not  feasible,  select  fragmented 
or  degraded  habitats  over  relatively  intact  areas. 

5.  Develop  a  habitat  restoration  plan  for  the  proposed  site  that  avoids  or  minimizes  negative 
impacts  to  birds,  and  that  creates  functional  habitat  for  a  variety  of  bird  species.  Use  only 
plant  species  that  are  native  to  the  local  area  for  revegetation  of  the  project  area. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  measures,  please  contact  Jennifer  Siani  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Field  Office  located  in  State  College,  PA  at  814-234-4090  ext  225  or 
Jennifer_Siani@fws.gov 
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'  Ti:SCARORA  NATION 

2006  MT.  IIOI’L  ROAD  -  VIA:  LKWISION.  NKW  YORK  14002 


HAUDENOSAUNEE 


April  14,  2014 


U.S.  Department  of  Defense 

National  Guard  Bureau 

3501  Fetchet  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Andrews,  MD  20762-5157 


Dear  Mr.  William  Albro, 

The  T uscarora  Nation  is  in  receipt  of  the  United  States  Air  Force,  171“  Air  Refueling  Wing,  division  of  the 
National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  letter  dated  September  24,  2013  regarding  the  proposed  five  (5) 
alternative  location  of  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  at  the  second  main  operating  base  (MOB  2),  which 
includes  Pittsburg  ANGS,  PA. 

After  review  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  list  of  construction  activities  within  the  area  of  potential 
effect  (APE)  as  cited  in  the  9/24/13  letter,  the  Tuscarora  Nation  concurs  with  the  NGB  and  171ARW 
determination  that  the  proposed  project  will  have  no  effect  on  predetermined  archeological  sites  within 
the  APE. 

In  the  future  of  the  above  proposed  project,  during  any  phase  of  ground  disturbances  within  the  APE 
and  its  vicinity,  please  notify  the  Tuscarora  Nation  if  traditional,  cultural,  burial  and/or  human  remains 
are  discovered.  We  ask  that  construction  and  all  ground  disturbance  practices  cease  activity  until  further 
appropriate  action  can  be  taken  and  all  interested  parties  can  participate  in  the  resolution  and 
mitigation  of  adverse  effects. 

In  no  way  does  this  response  affect  the  sovereignty  of  the  Tuscarora  Nation.  If  you  have  any  specific 
questions,  do  not  hesitate  to  call,  email  or  contact  me  at  5226  Walmore  Road,  Lewiston,  NY  14092; 
bprintup(5)hetf.org.'  or  #716.264.6011,  xl03. 


Oneh. 


Bryan  Printup 
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- Original  Message - 

From:  Kinney,  Jonathan  rmailto  Jonalhan  Kiiincviir<kicp  state  ni.usl 

Sent:  Monday,  May  12,  2014  11:17  AM 

To:  Rowe,  Anne  M  CTR  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM 

Subject:  RE:  MOB  2  KC-46A  Beddown  Draft  EIS  (UNCLASSIFIED) 

Ms.  Rowe, 

Thank  you  for  the  summary.  Yes,  I  can  confirm  our  finding  of  No  Historic  Properties  Affected 
for  the  proposed  undertaking  at  Joint  Base  -  McGuire  Dix  Lakehurst.  For  the  purposes  of  review 
pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  no  additional  consultation  is 
required. 

Please  submit  a  hard  copy  of  the  building  evaluation  with  a  cover  letter  to  our  otTice  requesting  a 
formal  concurrence  with  the  "not  eligible"  detennination.  We  will  respond  upon  receipt  of  that 
documentation.  Please  let  me  know  if  you  have  any  questions  _ 


Jonathan  Kinney 

Senior  Historic  Preservation  Specialist 

New  Jersey  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Phone:  (609)  984-0141  Fax:  (609)  984-0578 
Email:  ionathan  kiniiev@deD. state  ni. us 
Website  http://www.ni.uov/dep/hno 
Mailing  Address: 

Mail  Code  50 1-04B 

Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
Historic  Preservation  Office 
P  O  Box  420 
Trenton,  NJ  08625-0420 


- Original  Message - 

From:  Rowe,  Anne  M  CTR  USAF  ANG  NGB/A7AM  rmailto:Aniie  Rowe  ctr@anu  af  mill 
Sent:  Tuesday,  May  06,  2014  1:35  PM 
To:  Kinney,  Jonathan 

Subject:  MOB  2  KC-46A  Beddown  Draft  EIS  (UNCLASSIFIED) 


Dear  Mr  Kinney, 
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Following  is  a  summary  of  our  teleconference  this  morning  with  myself  and  Cardno  TEC  staff 
(Teresa  Rudolph,  Kate  Bartz,  Amanda  Kreider) 

There  was  1995  survey  of  McGuire  AFB,  which  included  an  inventory  and  NRHP  evaluation  of 
all  buildings  and  structures  constructed  before  1947.  Although  several  were  considered  eligible, 
none  are  located  within  the  APE.  In  addition,  there  was  a  follow-up  survey  in  1996  that  included 
all  Cold  War  era  buildings  that  were  less  than  50  years  old  at  the  time  (including  Hangar 
3322).  No  buildings  were  recommended  as  eligible  to  the  NRHP  under  criteria  for  exceptional 
significance  (Criterion  Consideration  G).  In  2013,  another  survey  was  completed  for  Pre-1967 
resources  that  have  since  become  50  years  old.  One  such  building  (Building  3322  -  built  in 
1957)  was  evaluated  for  NRHP  eligibility  during  this  survey  The  results  of  the  inventory 
indicated  that  Building  3322  is  not  eligible 

Although  JB  MDL  has  not  yet  forwarded  this  2013  report  to  your  office,  it  is  our  understanding 
that  your  office  has  already  indicated  in  your  response  of  10/3/13  that  based  on  your  assessment 
of  Building  3322  and  the  proposed  internal  modifications  to  this  building,  no  historic  properties 
would  be  affected  by  implementation  of  Alternative  #2  for  the  KC-46A  MOB2  Beddown  and 
that  Section  106  consultation  was  complete.  Further,  you  indicated  that  despite  the 
typographical  error  in  the  letter  sent  to  your  office  dated  12  September  2013  that  indicated  a 
reference  to  building  3332,  you  did  understand  that  to  reference  Building  3322. 

We  are  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  inventory  and  evaluation  fomi  for  Building  3322  from  the  2013 
report.  We  would  appreciate  your  formal  concurrence  with  the  determination  of  "not  eligible"  for 
Building  3322  and  confinnation  on  your  original  assessment  of  "no  historic  properties  affected" 

We  appreciate  your  time  very  much. 


Anne  M  Rowe 

Booz  Allen  Hamilton 

National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB/A7AM) 

Asset  Management  Division 

Plans  and  Requirements  Branch 

COMM:  240-612-8636,  DSN:  612-8636 

E-mail:  anne rowe.ctr@ang  af mil 
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APPENDIX  C  BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  FOR  THE 
NOISE  ANALYSIS 


1.  Basics  of  Sound 

Noise  is  unwanted  sound.  Sound  is  all  around  us;  sound  becomes  noise  when  it  interferes  with 
normal  activities,  such  as  sleep  or  conversation. 

Sound  is  a  physical  phenomenon  consisting  of  minute  vibrations  that  travel  through  a  medium, 
such  as  air,  and  are  sensed  by  the  human  ear.  Whether  that  sound  is  interpreted  as  pleasant  (e.g., 
music)  or  unpleasant  (e.g.,  jackhammers)  depends  largely  on  the  listener’s  current  activity,  past 
experience,  and  attitude  toward  the  source  of  that  sound. 

The  measurement  and  human  perception  of  sound  involves  three  basic  physical  characteristics: 
intensity,  frequency,  and  duration.  First,  intensity  is  a  measure  of  the  acoustic  energy  of 
the  sound  vibrations  and  is  expressed  in  terms  of  sound  pressure.  The  greater  the  sound 
pressure,  the  more  energy  carried  by  the  sound  and  the  louder  the  perception  of  that  sound.  The 
second  important  physical  characteristic  of  sound  is  frequency,  which  is  the  number  of  times 
per  second  the  air  vibrates  or  oscillates.  Low-frequency  sounds  are  characterized  as  rumbles  or 
roars,  while  high-frequency  sounds  are  typified  by  sirens  or  screeches.  The  third  important 
characteristic  of  sound  is  duration  or  the  length  of  time  the  sound  can  be  detected. 

The  loudest  sounds  that  can  be  detected  comfortably  by  the  human  ear  have  intensities  that 
are  a  trillion  times  higher  than  those  of  sounds  that  can  barely  be  detected.  Because  of  this  vast 
range,  using  a  linear  scale  to  represent  the  intensity  of  sound  becomes  very  unwieldy.  As  a 
result,  a  logarithmic  unit  known  as  the  decibel  (abbreviated  dB)  is  used  to  represent  the 
intensity  of  a  sound.  Such  a  representation  is  called  a  sound  level.  A  sound  level  of  0  dB  is 
approximately  the  threshold  of  human  hearing  and  is  barely  audible  under  extremely  quiet 
listening  conditions.  Normal  speech  has  a  sound  level  of  approximately  60  dB;  sound  levels 
above  120  dB  begin  to  be  felt  inside  the  human  ear  as  discomfort.  Sound  levels  between  130  to 
140  dB  are  felt  as  pain  (Berglund  and  Lindvall  1995). 

Because  of  the  logarithmic  nature  of  the  decibel  unit,  sound  levels  cannot  be  arithmetically  added 
or  subtracted  and  are  somewhat  cumbersome  to  handle  mathematically.  However,  some  simple 
rules  are  useful  in  dealing  with  sound  levels.  First,  if  a  sound’s  intensity  is  doubled,  the  sound 
level  increases  by  3  dB,  regardless  of  the  initial  sound  level.  For  example: 

60  dB  +  60  dB  =  63  dB,  and 
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80  dB  +  80  dB  =  83  dB. 

Second,  the  total  sound  level  produced  by  two  sounds  of  different  levels  is  usually  only  slightly 
more  than  the  higher  of  the  two.  For  example: 

60.0  dB  +  70.0  dB  =  70.4  dB. 

Because  the  addition  of  sound  levels  is  different  than  that  of  ordinary  numbers,  such  addition  is 
often  referred  to  as  “decibel  addition”  or  “energy  addition.”  The  latter  term  arises  from  the  fact 
that  what  we  are  really  doing  when  we  add  decibel  values  is  first  converting  each  decibel  value 
to  its  corresponding  acoustic  energy,  then  adding  the  energies  using  the  normal  rules  of  addition, 
and  finally  converting  the  total  energy  back  to  its  decibel  equivalent. 

The  minimum  change  in  the  sound  level  of  individual  events  that  an  average  human  ear  can 
detect  is  about  3  dB.  On  average,  a  person  perceives  a  change  in  sound  level  of  about  10  dB  as  a 
doubling  (or  halving)  of  the  sound’s  loudness,  and  this  relation  holds  true  for  loud  and  quiet 
sounds.  A  decrease  in  sound  level  of  10  dB  actually  represents  a  90  percent  decrease  in  sound 
intensity  but  only  a  50  percent  decrease  in  perceived  loudness  because  of  the  nonlinear  response 
of  the  human  ear  (similar  to  most  human  senses). 

Sound  frequency  is  measured  in  terms  of  cycles  per  second  (cps),  or  hertz  (Hz),  which  is  the 
standard  unit  for  cps.  The  normal  human  ear  can  detect  sounds  that  range  in  frequency  from 
about  20  Hz  to  about  15,000  Hz.  All  sounds  in  this  wide  range  of  frequencies,  however,  are  not 
heard  equally  by  the  human  ear,  which  is  most  sensitive  to  frequencies  in  the  1,000  to  4,000  Hz 
range.  Weighting  curves  have  been  developed  to  correspond  to  the  sensitivity  and  perception  of 
different  types  of  sound.  A-weighting  and  C-weighting  are  the  two  most  common  weightings. 
A-weighting  accounts  for  frequency  dependence  by  adjusting  the  very  high  and  very  low 
frequencies  (below  approximately  500  Hz  and  above  approximately  10,000  Hz)  to  approximate 
the  human  ear’s  lower  sensitivities  to  those  frequencies.  C-weighting  is  nearly  fiat  throughout 
the  range  of  audible  frequencies,  hardly  de-emphasizing  the  low  frequency  sound  while 
approximating  the  human  ear’s  sensitivity  to  higher  intensity  sounds.  The  two  curves  shown 
in  Figure  C-1  are  also  the  most  adequate  to  quantify  environmental  noises. 
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Source:  ANSI  S1.4A  -1985  “Specification  of  Sound  Level  Meters” 


Figure  C-1,  Frequency  Response  Characteristics 
of  A-  and  C-Weighting  Networks 

A-weighted  Sound  Level 

Sound  levels  that  are  measured  using  A-weighting,  called  A-weighted  sound  levels,  are  often 
denoted  by  the  unit  dBA  or  dB(A)  rather  than  dB.  When  the  use  of  A-weighting  is  understood, 
the  adjective  “A-weighted”  is  often  omitted  and  the  measurements  are  expressed  as  dB.  In  this 
report  (as  in  most  environmental  impact  documents),  dB  units  refer  to  A-weighted  sound  levels. 

Noise  potentially  becomes  an  issue  when  its  intensity  exceeds  the  ambient  or  background  sound 
pressures.  Ambient  background  noise  in  metropolitan,  urbanized  areas  typically  varies  from  60 
to  70  dB  and  can  be  as  high  as  80  dB  or  greater;  quiet  suburban  neighborhoods  experience 
ambient  noise  levels  of  approximately  45-50  dB  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
[USEPA]  1978). 
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Figure  C-2  is  a  chart  of  A-weighted  sound  levels  from  typical  sounds.  Some  noise 
sources  (air  conditioner,  vacuum  cleaner)  are  continuous  sounds  which  levels  are  constant  for 
some  time.  Some  (automobile,  heavy  truck)  are  the  maximum  sound  during  a  vehicle  pass-by. 
Some  (urban  daytime,  urban  nighttime)  are  averages  over  extended  periods.  A  variety  of  noise 
metrics  have  been  developed  to  describe  noise  over  different  time  periods,  as  discussed  below. 

Aircraft  noise  consists  of  two  major  types  of  sound  events:  aircraft  takeoffs  and  landings,  and 
engine  maintenance  operations.  The  former  can  be  described  as  intermittent  sounds  and  the 
latter  as  continuous.  Noise  levels  from  flight  operations  exceeding  background  noise  typically 
occur  beneath  main  approach  and  departure  corridors,  in  local  air  traffic  patterns  around  the 
airfield,  and  in  areas  immediately  adjacent  to  parking  ramps  and  aircraft  staging  areas.  As 
aircraft  in  flight  gain  altitude,  their  noise  contribution  drops  to  lower  levels,  often  becoming 
indistinguishable  from  the  background. 

1.1  Noise  Metrics 

In  general,  a  metric  is  a  statistic  for  measuring  or  quantifying.  A  noise  metric  quantifies  the 
noise  environment.  There  are  three  families  of  noise  metrics  described  herein  -  one  for  single 
noise  events  such  as  an  aircraft  flyby,  one  for  cumulative  noise  events  such  as  a  day’s  worth  of 
aircraft  activity,  and  one  which  quantifies  the  events  or  time  relative  to  single  noise  events. 

Within  the  single  noise  event  family,  metrics  described  below  include  Peak  Sound  Pressure 
Level  (Lpk),  Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax)  and  Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL).  Within  the 
cumulative  noise  events  family,  metrics  described  below  include  Equivalent  Sound  Eevel  (Egq), 
Day-Night  Average  Sound  Eevel  (DNL  or  Ldn),  and  several  others.  Within  the  events/time 
family,  metrics  described  below  include  Number  of  Events  Above  a  Threshold  Eevel  and  Time 
Above  a  Specified  Level. 

Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax) 

The  highest  A-weighted  integrated  sound  level  measured  during  a  single  event  in  which  the 
sound  level  changes  value  with  time  (e.g.,  an  aircraft  overflight)  is  called  the  maximum  A- 
weighted  sound  level  or  Lmax- 
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Large  Business  Office 

Normal  Conversation  (at  3  Feet) 
Quiet  Office 

Dishwasher,  Next  Room 

Quiet  Library 

Concert  Hall,  Background 

Recording  Studio 

Perceptibility  of  Changes  in  Loudness 
t  1  dB  Unnoticeable 
t  3  dB  Barely  Noticeable 
t  5dB  Quite  Apparent 
1 10  dB  2:1  Apparent  Different 


A-weighted 

Decibels 


OUTDOORS 


Threshold  of  Pain 


Threshold  of  Hearing 


Military  Jet  Takeoff  with  Afterburner  (at  50  Feet) 


Concord  Landing  (3,300  Feet  From  Rwy  End) 

747-100  Takeoff  (4  Miles  From  Start  of  Roll) 
Power  Lawnmower  (at  50  Feet) 

Ambulance  Siren  (at  100  Feet) 

727-200  Takeoff  (4  Miles  From  Start  of  Roll) 
Diesel  Truck,  40  mph  (at  50  Feet) 

Automobile,  65  mph  (at  50  Feet) 

Busy  Street  (at  50  Feet) 

757-200  Takeoff  (4  Miles  From  Start  of  Roll) 
Automobile,  30  mph  (at  50  Feet) 

Cessna  172  Landing  (3,300  Feet  From  Rwy  End) 


Quiet  Urban  Area,  Nighttime 
Quiet  Suburban  Area,  Nighttime 
Quiet  Rural  Area,  Nighttime 

Leaves  rustlihg 


Source'.  State  of  California  Department  of  Transportation  2002. 

Figure  C-2.  Typical  Decibel  Level  of  Common  Sounds 
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During  an  aircraft  overflight,  the  noise  level  starts  at  the  ambient  or  baekground  noise  level,  rises 
to  the  maximum  level  as  the  aireraft  flies  elosest  to  the  observer,  and  returns  to  the  baekground 
level  as  the  aireraft  reeedes  into  the  distanee.  The  Lmax  indicates  the  maximum  sound  level 
oeeurring  for  a  fraetion  of  a  seeond.  For  aireraft  noise,  the  “fraetion  of  a  seeond”  over  whieh  the 
maximum  level  is  defined  is  generally  one-eighth  of  a  seeond,  and  is  denoted  as  “fast”  response 
(ANSI  1988).  Slowly  varying  or  steady  sounds  are  generally  measured  over  a  period  of  one 
seeond,  denoted  “slow”  response.  The  Lmax  is  important  in  judging  the  interferenee  caused  by  a 
noise  event  with  eonversation,  TV  or  radio  listening,  sleep,  or  other  eommon  aetivities. 
Although  it  provides  some  measure  of  the  intrusiveness  of  the  event,  it  does  not  eompletely 
deseribe  the  total  event,  beeause  it  does  not  inelude  the  period  of  time  that  the  sound  is  heard. 

Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL) 

SEL  is  a  eomposite  metrie  that  represents  both  the  intensity  of  a  sound  and  its  duration. 
Individual  time-varying  noise  events  (e.g.,  aireraft  overflights)  have  two  main  characteristies:  a 
sound  level  that  ehanges  throughout  the  event  and  a  period  of  time  during  whieh  the  event  is 
heard.  SEL  provides  a  measure  of  the  net  impact  of  the  entire  acoustic  event,  but  it  does  not 
direetly  represent  the  sound  level  heard  at  any  given  time.  During  an  aireraft  flyover,  SEL 
would  inelude  both  the  Lmax  and  the  lower  noise  levels  produeed  during  onset  and  recess 
periods  of  the  overflight. 

SEL  is  a  logarithmie  measure  of  the  total  aeoustic  energy  transmitted  to  the  listener  during  the 
event.  Mathematieally,  it  represents  the  sound  level  of  a  eonstant  sound  that  would,  in  one 
seeond,  generate  the  same  aeoustie  energy  as  the  aetual  time -varying  noise  event.  Eor  sound 
from  aireraft  overflights,  whieh  typieally  lasts  more  than  one  seeond,  the  SEL  is  usually  greater 
than  the  Lmax  beeause  an  individual  overflight  takes  seeonds  and  the  Lmax  oeeurs 
instantaneously.  SEL  represents  the  best  metrie  to  compare  noise  levels  from  overflights. 

Equivalent  Sound  Level  (Leq) 

A  eumulative  noise  metrie  useful  in  deseribing  noise  is  the  Leq.  Leq  is  the  eontinuous  sound 
level  that  would  be  present  if  all  of  the  variations  in  sound  level  oeeurring  over  a  speeified  time 
period  were  smoothed  out  as  to  eontain  the  same  total  sound  energy. 

Just  as  SEL  has  proven  to  be  a  good  measure  of  the  noise  impact  of  a  single  event,  Leq  has  been 
established  to  be  a  good  measure  of  the  impaet  of  a  series  of  events  during  a  given  time 
period.  Also,  while  Leq  is  defined  as  an  average,  it  is  effeetively  a  sum  over  that  time  period 
and  is,  thus,  a  measure  of  the  eumulative  impact  of  noise.  Lor  example,  the  sum  of  all  noise¬ 
generating  events  during  the  period  of  7  a.m.  to  4  p.m.  could  provide  the  relative  impact  of  noise 
generating  events  for  a  sehool  day. 
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2.  Noise  Effects 

This  noise  effects  section  includes  discussions  of  annoyance,  speech  interference  and  sleep 
disturbance,  and  the  effects  of  noise  on  hearing,  health,  performance,  learning,  animals, 
property  values,  terrain  and  archaeological  sites. 

2.1  Annoyance 

The  primary  effect  of  aircraft  noise  on  exposed  communities  is  one  of  long-term  annoyance, 
defined  by  the  USEPA  as  any  negative  subjective  reaction  on  the  part  of  an  individual  or  group. 
The  scientific  community  has  adopted  the  use  of  long-term  annoyance  as  a  primary  indicator  of 
community  response  because  it  attempts  to  account  for  all  negative  aspects  of  effects  from  noise, 
e.g.,  increased  annoyance  due  to  being  awakened  the  previous  night  by  aircraft  and  interference 
with  everyday  conversation. 

Numerous  laboratory  studies  and  field  surveys  have  been  conducted  to  measure  annoyance  and 
to  account  for  a  number  of  variables,  many  of  which  are  dependent  on  a  person’s  individual 
circumstances  and  preferences.  Laboratory  studies  of  individual  response  to  noise  have  helped 
isolate  a  number  of  the  factors  contributing  to  annoyance,  such  as  the  intensity  level  and  spectral 
characteristics  of  the  noise,  duration,  the  presence  of  impulses,  pitch,  information  content,  and 
the  degree  of  interference  with  activity.  Social  surveys  of  community  response  to  noise  have 
allowed  the  development  of  general  dose-response  relationships  that  can  be  used  to  estimate  the 
proportion  of  people  who  will  be  highly  annoyed  by  a  given  noise  level.  The  results  of  these 
studies  have  formed  the  basis  for  criteria  established  to  define  areas  of  compatible  land  use. 

A  wide  variety  of  responses  have  been  used  to  determine  intrusiveness  of  noise  and  disturbances 
of  speech,  sleep,  audio/video  entertainment,  and  outdoor  living;  but  the  most  useful  metric  for 
assessing  peoples’  responses  to  noise  is  the  percentage  of  the  population  expected  to  be  “highly 
annoyed.”  The  concept  of  “percent  highly  annoyed”  has  provided  the  most  consistent  response 
of  a  community  to  a  particular  noise  environment.  In  his  synthesis  of  several  different  social 
surveys  that  employed  different  response  scales,  Schultz  (1978)  defined  “highly  annoyed” 
respondents  as  those  respondents  whose  self-described  annoyance  fell  within  the  upper  28 
percent  of  the  response  scale  where  the  scale  was  numerical  or  un-named.  For  surveys  where 
the  response  scale  was  named,  Schultz  counted  those  who  claimed  to  be  highly  annoyed, 
combining  the  responses  of  “very  annoyed”  and  “extremely  annoyed.”  Schultz’s  definition  of 
“percent  highly  annoyed”  (%HA)  became  the  basis  for  the  federal  policy  on  environmental 
noise.  Daily  average  sound  levels  are  typically  used  for  the  evaluation  of  community  noise 
effects,  such  as  long-term  annoyance. 
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In  general,  scientific  studies  and  social  surveys  have  found  a  correlation  between  the  percentages 
of  groups  of  people  highly  annoyed  and  the  level  of  average  noise  exposure.  Thus,  the  results 
are  expressed  as  the  average  %HA  at  various  exposure  levels  measured  in  DNL.  The  classic 
analysis  is  Schultz’s  original  1978  study,  whose  results  are  shown  in  Figure  C-3.  This  figure 
is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Schultz  curve.  It  represents  the  synthesis  of  a  large  number 
of  social  surveys  (161  data  points  in  all),  that  relates  the  long-term  community  response  to 
various  types  of  noise  sources,  measured  using  the  DNL  metric. 


Figure  C-3.  Community  Surveys  of  Noise  Annoyance 

An  updated  study  of  the  original  Schultz  data  based  on  the  analysis  of  400  data  points  collected 
through  1989  essentially  reaffirmed  this  relationship.  Figure  C-4  shows  an  updated  form  of  the 
curve  fit  in  comparison  with  the  original  Schultz  curve  (Finegold  et  al.  1994).  The  updated  fit, 
which  does  not  differ  substantially  from  the  original,  is  the  preferred  form  in  the  U.S.  The 
relationship  between  %HA  and  DNL  is: 

%HA  =  100/[1+  exp(l  1.13  -  O.MlLdn)] 
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Figure  C-4,  Response  of  Communities  to  Noise;  Comparison  of  Original 

In  general,  correlation  coefficients  of  0.85  to  0.95  are  found  between  the  percentages  of  groups 
of  people  highly  annoyed  and  the  level  of  average  noise  exposure.  However,  the  correlation 
coefficients  for  the  annoyance  of  individuals  are  relatively  low,  on  the  order  of  0.5  or  less.  This 
is  not  surprising,  considering  the  varying  personal  factors  that  influence  the  manner  in  which 
individuals  react  to  noise. 

A  number  of  non-acoustic  factors  have  been  identified  that  may  influence  the  annoyance 
response  of  an  individual.  Newman  and  Beattie  (1985)  divided  these  factors  into  emotional  and 
physical  variables. 

Emotional  Variables: 

•  Feelings  about  the  necessity  or  preventability  of  the  noise; 

•  Judgment  of  the  importance  and  value  of  the  activity  that  is  producing  the  noise; 

•  Activity  at  the  time  an  individual  hears  the  noise; 

•  Attitude  about  the  environment; 

•  General  sensitivity  to  noise; 
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•  Belief  about  the  effeet  of  noise  on  health;  and 

•  Feeling  of  fear  assoeiated  with  the  noise. 

Physieal  Variables: 

•  Type  of  neighborhood; 

•  Time  of  day; 

•  Season; 

•  Predietability  of  noise; 

•  Control  over  the  noise  souree;  and 

•  Length  of  time  an  individual  is  exposed  to  a  noise. 

The  low  eorrelation  eoefiioients  for  individuals’  reaetions  refleet  the  large  amount  of  seatter 
among  the  data  drawn  from  the  various  surveys  and  point  to  the  substantial  uneertainty 
assoeiated  with  the  equation  representing  the  relationship  between  %HA  and  DNL.  Based  on 
the  results  of  surveys  it  has  been  observed  that  noise  exposure  can  explain  less  than  50  percent  of 
the  observed  variance  in  annoyance,  indicating  that  non-acoustical  factors  play  a  major  role.  As 
a  result,  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  predict  individual  annoyance  in  any  specific 
community  based  on  the  aircraft  noise  exposure.  Nevertheless,  changes  in  %HA  can  be  useful  in 
giving  the  decision  maker  more  information  about  the  relative  effects  that  different  alternatives 
may  have  on  the  community. 

The  original  Schultz  curve  and  the  subsequent  updates  do  not  separate  out  the  annoyance  from 
aircraft  noise  and  other  transportation  noise  sources.  This  was  an  important  element,  in  that  it 
allowed  Schultz  to  obtain  some  consensus  among  the  various  social  surveys  from  the  1960s  and 
1970s  that  were  synthesized  in  the  analysis.  In  essence,  the  Schultz  curve  assumes  that  the 
effects  of  long-term  annoyance  on  the  general  population  are  the  same,  regardless  of  whether 
the  noise  source  is  road,  rail,  or  aircraft.  In  the  years  after  the  classical  Schultz  analysis, 
additional  social  surveys  have  been  conducted  to  better  understand  the  annoyance  effects  of 
various  transportation  sources. 

Miedema  and  Vos  (1998)  present  synthesis  curves  for  the  relationship  between  DNL  and 
percentage  “Annoyed”  and  percentage  “Highly  Annoyed”  for  three  transportation  noise  sources. 
Separate,  non-identical  curves  were  found  for  aircraft,  road  traffic,  and  railway  noise.  Table  C-1 
illustrates  that,  for  a  DNL  of  65  dB,  the  percent  of  the  people  forecasted  to  be  Highly  Annoyed  is 
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28  percent  for  air  traffic,  18  percent  for  road  traffic,  and  11  percent  for  railroad  traffic.  For  an 
outdoor  DNL  of  55  dB,  the  percent  highly  annoyed  would  be  close  to  12  percent  if  the  noise  is 
generated  by  aircraft  operations,  but  only  7  percent  and  4  percent,  respectively,  if  the  noise  is 
generated  by  road  or  rail  traffic.  Comparing  the  levels  on  the  Miedema  and  Vos  curve  to  those 
on  the  updated  Schultz  curve  indicates  that  the  percentage  of  people  highly  annoyed  by  aircraft 
noise  may  be  higher  than  previously  thought  when  the  noise  is  solely  generated  by  aircraft 
activity. 

Table  C-1.  Percent  Highly  Annoyed  for  Different  Transportation  Noise  Sources 


DNL 

(dB) 

Percent  Highly  Annoyed  (%HA) 

Miedema  and  Vos 

Schultz 

Combined 

Air 

Road 

Rail 

55 

12 

7 

4 

3 

60 

19 

12 

1 

6 

65 

28 

18 

11 

12 

70 

37 

29 

16 

22 

75 

48 

40 

22 

36 

Source:  Miedema  and  Vos  1998 


As  noted  by  the  World  Health  Organization  (WHO),  even  though  aircraft  noise  seems  to 
produce  a  stronger  annoyance  response  than  road  traffic,  caution  should  be  exercised  when 
interpreting  synthesized  data  from  different  studies  (WHO  2000).  The  WHO  noted  that  five 
major  parameters  should  be  randomly  distributed  for  the  analyses  to  be  valid:  personal, 
demographic,  and  lifestyle  factors,  as  well  as  the  duration  of  noise  exposure  and  the  population 
experience  with  noise. 

The  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Noise  (FICON)  found  that  the  updated  Schultz  curve 
remains  the  best  available  source  of  empirical  dosage  effect  information  to  predict  community 
response  to  transportation  noise  without  any  segregation  by  transportation  source  (FICON 
1992);  a  position  held  by  the  FICAN  in  1997  (FICAN  1997).  However,  FICON  also 
recommended  further  research  to  investigate  the  differences  in  perceptions  of  aircraft  noise, 
ground  transportation  noise  (highways  and  railroads),  and  general  background  noise. 

2.2  Speech  Interference 

Speech  interference  associated  with  aircraft  noise  is  a  primary  cause  of  annoyance  for 
communities.  The  disruption  of  routine  activities  such  as  radio  or  television  listening,  telephone 
use,  or  family  conversation  gives  rise  to  frustration  and  irritation.  The  quality  of  speech 
communication  is  particularly  important  in  classrooms  and  offices.  In  industrial  settings  it  can 
cause  fatigue  and  vocal  strain  in  those  who  attempt  to  communicate  over  the  noise. 
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The  disruption  of  speech  in  the  classroom  is  a  primary  concern,  due  to  the  potential  for 
adverse  effects  on  children’s  learning  ability.  There  are  two  aspects  to  speech  comprehension: 

1.  Word  Intelligibility  -  the  percent  of  words  transmitted  and  received.  This  might  be 
important  for  students  in  the  lower  grades  who  are  learning  the  English  language,  and 
particularly  for  students  who  have  English  as  a  Second  Eanguage. 

2.  Sentence  Intelligibility  -  the  percent  of  sentences  transmitted  and  understood.  This 
might  be  important  for  high-school  students  and  adults  who  are  familiar  with  the 
language,  and  who  do  not  necessarily  have  to  understand  each  word  in  order  to 
understand  sentences. 

Eor  teachers  to  be  clearly  understood  by  their  students,  it  is  important  that  regular  voice 
communication  is  clear  and  uninterrupted.  Not  only  does  the  background  sound  level  have  to  be 
low  enough  for  the  teacher  to  be  clearly  heard,  but  intermittent  outdoor  noise  events  also  need  to 
be  minimized.  It  is  therefore  important  to  evaluate  the  steady  background  level,  the  level  of 
voice  communication,  and  the  single-event  level  due  to  aircraft  overflights  that  might  interfere 
with  speech. 

Several  research  studies  have  been  conducted  and  guideline  documents  been  developed  resulting 
in  a  fairly  consistent  set  of  noise  level  criteria  for  speech  interference.  This  section  provides 
an  overview  of  the  results  of  these  studies. 

U,S,  Federal  Criteria  for  Interior  Noise 

In  1974,  the  USEPA  identified  a  goal  of  an  indoor  24-hour  average  sound  level  Eeq(24)  of  45 
dB  to  minimize  speech  interference  based  on  the  intelligibility  of  sentences  in  the  presence  of 
a  steady  background  noise  (USEPA  1974).  Intelligibility  pertains  to  the  percentage  of  speech 
units  correctly  understood  out  of  those  transmitted,  and  specifies  the  type  of  speech  material 
used,  i.e.,  sentences  or  words.  The  curve  displayed  in  Eigure  C-5  shows  the  effect  of  steady 
indoor  background  sound  levels  on  sentence  intelligibility.  Eor  an  average  adult  with  normal 
hearing  and  fluency  in  the  language,  steady  background  sound  levels  indoors  of  less  than  45  dB 
Eeq  are  expected  to  allow  100  percent  intelligibility  of  sentences. 
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Source:  USEPA  1974 

Figure  C-5.  Speech  Intelligibility  Curve 

The  curve  shows  99  percent  sentence  intelligibility  for  background  levels  at  a  Lgq  of  54  dB, 
and  less  than  10  percent  intelligibility  for  background  levels  above  a  Leq  of  73  dB.  Note  that 
the  curve  is  especially  sensitive  to  changes  in  sound  level  between  65  dB  and  75  dB  -  an 
increase  of  1  dB  in  background  sound  level  from  70  dB  to  71  dB  results  in  a  14  percent 
decrease  in  sentence  intelligibility,  whereas  a  1  dB  increase  in  background  sound  level  from 
60  dB  to  61  dB  results  in  less  than  1  percent  decrease  in  sentence  intelligibility. 

Summary 

As  the  previous  section  demonstrates,  research  indicates  that  it  is  not  only  important  to  consider 
the  continuous  background  levels  using  time-averaged  metrics,  but  also  the  intermittent  events, 
using  single-event  metrics  such  as  Lmax-  Table  C-2  provides  a  summary  of  the  noise  level  criteria 
recommended  in  the  scientific  literature. 
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Table  C-2,  Indoor  Noise  Level  Criteria  Based  on  Speech  Intelligibility 


Source 

Metric/Level  (dB) 

Effects  and  Notes 

FAA(1985) 

Leq(during  school  hours)  =  45 
dB 

Federal  assistance  criteria  for  school  sound 
insulation; 

supplemental  single-event  criteria  may  be  used 

Linden  a/.  (1998), 
Sharp  and  Plotkin 
(1984),  Wesler 
(1986) 

=  50  dB  /  SIL  45 

Single  event  level  permissible  in  the  classroom 

WHO  (2000) 

Leq  =  35  dB  Lmax  =  50  dB 

Assumes  average  speech  level  of  50  dB  and 
recommends  signal  to  noise  ratio  of  15  dB 

ANSI  (2002) 

Leq  =  40  dB,  Based  on  Room 
Volume 

Acceptable  background  level  for  continuous  noise/ 
relaxed  criteria  for  intermittent  noise  in  the 
classroom 

UKDFES  (2003) 

Leq(30mm)  ^  30-35  dB  L^ax  ^  55 

dB 

Minimum  acceptable  in  classroom  and  most  other 
learning  environs 

When  considering  intermittent  noise  caused  by  aircraft  overflights,  a  review  of  the  relevant 
scientific  literature  and  international  guidelines  indicates  that  an  appropriate  criteria  is  a  limit  on 
indoor  background  noise  levels  of  35  to  40  dB  Lgq  and  a  limit  on  single  events  of  50  dB  Lmax- 

2.3  Sleep  Disturbance 

The  disturbance  of  sleep  is  a  major  concern  for  communities  exposed  to  nighttime  aircraft  noise. 
There  have  been  numerous  research  studies  that  have  attempted  to  quantify  the  complex  effects 
of  noise  on  sleep.  This  section  provides  an  overview  of  the  major  noise-induced  sleep 
disturbance  studies  that  have  been  conducted,  with  particular  emphasis  placed  on  those  studies 
that  have  influenced  U.S.  federal  noise  policy.  The  studies  have  been  separated  into  two  groups: 

1.  Initial  studies  performed  in  the  1960s  and  1970s,  where  the  research  was  focused 
on  laboratory  sleep  observations. 

2.  Later  studies  performed  in  the  1990s  up  to  the  present,  where  the  research  was  focused 
on  field  observations,  and  correlations  to  laboratory  research  were  sought. 

2,3,1  Initial  Studies 

The  relationship  between  noise  levels  and  sleep  disturbance  is  complex  and  not  fully  understood. 
The  disturbance  depends  not  only  on  the  depth  of  sleep,  but  also  on  the  previous  exposure  to 
aircraft  noise,  familiarity  with  the  surroundings,  the  physiological  and  psychological  condition  of 
the  recipient,  and  a  host  of  other  situational  factors.  The  most  readily  measurable  effect  of  noise 
on  sleep  is  the  number  of  arousals  or  awakenings,  and  so  the  body  of  scientific  literature  has 
focused  on  predicting  the  percentage  of  the  population  that  will  be  awakened  at  various  noise 
levels.  Fundamentally,  regardless  of  the  tools  used  to  measure  the  degree  of  sleep  disturbance 
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(awakenings,  arousals,  etc.),  these  studies  have  grouped  the  data  points  into  bins  to  predict 
the  percentage  of  the  population  likely  to  be  disturbed  at  various  sound  level  thresholds. 

FICON  produced  a  guidance  document  that  provided  an  overview  of  the  most  pertinent  sleep 
disturbance  research  that  had  been  conducted  throughout  the  1970s  (FICON  1992).  Literature 
reviews  and  meta-analysis  conducted  between  1978  and  1989  made  use  of  the  existing  datasets 
that  indicated  the  effects  of  nighttime  noise  on  various  sleep-state  changes  and  awakenings 
(Lukas  1978,  Griefahn  1978,  Pearsons  et  al.  1989).  FICON  noted  that  various  indoor  A- 
weighted  sound  levels  ranging  from  25  to  50  dB  were  observed  to  be  thresholds  below 
which  significant  sleep  effects  were  not  expected.  Due  to  the  large  variability  in  the  data, 
FICON  did  not  endorse  the  reliability  of  the  results. 

However,  FICON  did  recommend  the  use  of  an  interim  dose-response  curve — awaiting  future 
research — ^which  predicted  the  percent  of  the  exposed  population  expected  to  be  awakened  as  a 
function  of  the  exposure  to  single  event  noise  levels  expressed  in  terms  of  SEL.  This  curve 
was  based  on  the  research  conducted  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  (Finegold  et  al.  1994). 
The  dataset  included  most  of  the  research  performed  up  to  that  point,  and  predicted  that  10 
percent  of  the  population  would  be  awakened  when  exposed  to  an  interior  SEL  of  approximately 
58  dB.  The  data  utilized  to  derive  this  relationship  were  primarily  the  results  of  controlled 
laboratory  studies. 

2.3.2  Recent  Sleep  Disturbance  Research  -  Field  and  Laboratory  Studies 

It  was  noted  in  the  early  sleep  disturbance  research  that  the  controlled  laboratory  studies  did  not 
account  for  many  factors  that  are  important  to  sleep  behavior,  such  as  habituation  to  the 
environment  and  previous  exposure  to  noise  and  awakenings  from  sources  other  than  aircraft 
noise.  In  the  early  1990s,  field  studies  were  conducted  to  validate  the  earlier  laboratory  work. 
The  most  significant  finding  from  these  studies  was  that  an  estimated  80  to  90  percent  of  sleep 
disturbances  were  not  related  to  individual  outdoor  noise  events,  but  were  instead  the  result 
of  indoor  noise  sources  and  other  non-noise-related  factors.  The  results  showed  that  there  was 
less  of  an  effect  of  noise  on  sleep  in  real-life  conditions  than  had  been  previously  reported  from 
laboratory  studies. 

2.3.3  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Aviation  Noise 

The  interim  FICON  dose-response  curve  that  was  recommended  for  use  in  1992  was  based  on 
the  most  pertinent  sleep  disturbance  research  that  was  conducted  through  the  1970s,  primarily  in 
laboratory  settings.  After  that  time,  considerable  field  research  was  conducted  to  evaluate  the 
sleep  effects  in  peoples’  normal,  home  environment.  Eaboratory  sleep  studies  tend  to  show 
higher  values  of  sleep  disturbance  than  field  studies  because  people  who  sleep  in  their  own 
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homes  are  habituated  to  their  environment  and,  therefore,  do  not  wake  up  as  easily  (FICAN 
1997). 

Based  on  the  new  information,  FICAN  updated  its  recommended  dose-response  curve  in  1997, 
depicted  as  the  lower  curve  in  Figure  C-6.  This  figure  is  based  on  the  results  of  three  field 
studies  (Ollerhead  et  al.  1992,  Fidell  et  al.  1994,  1995a,  and  1995b),  along  with  the  datasets 
from  six  previous  field  studies. 

The  new  relationship  represents  the  higher  end,  or  upper  envelope,  of  the  latest  field  data.  It 
should  be  interpreted  as  predicting  the  “maximum  percent  of  the  exposed  population  expected  to 
be  behaviorally  awakened”  or  the  “maximum  percent  awakened”  for  a  given  residential 
population.  According  to  this  relationship,  a  maximum  of  3  percent  of  people  would  be 
awakened  at  an  indoor  SEL  of  58  dB,  compared  to  10  percent  using  the  1992  curve.  An  indoor 
SEE  of  58  dB  is  equivalent  to  outdoor  SEE’s  of  73  and  83  dB  respectively  assuming  15  and  25 
dB  noise  level  reduction  from  outdoor  to  indoor  with  windows  open  and  closed,  respectively. 


0  20  40  60  80  100  120 

Indoor  sound  exposure  level  (SEL),  dB 


Figure  C-6,  FICAN’s  1997  Recommended  Sleep  Disturbance  Dose-Response  Relationship 

The  FICAN  1997  curve  is  represented  by  the  following  equation; 

Percent  Awakenings  =  0.0087  x  [SEL  -  30]^’^^ 

Note  the  relatively  low  percentage  of  awakenings  to  fairly  high  noise  levels.  People  think  they 
are  awakened  by  a  noise  event,  but  usually  the  reason  for  awakening  is  otherwise.  For  example, 
the  1992  United  Kingdom  Civil  Aviation  Authority  study  found  the  average  person  was 
awakened  about  18  times  per  night  for  reasons  other  than  exposure  to  an  aircraft  noise  -  some  of 
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these  awakenings  are  due  to  the  biologieal  rhythms  of  sleep  and  some  to  other  reasons  that  were 
not  eorrelated  with  speeifie  aireraft  events. 

2,3,4  Number  of  Events  and  Awakenings 

In  reeent  years,  there  have  been  studies  and  one  proposal  that  attempted  to  determine  the  effeet 
of  multiple  aireraft  events  on  the  number  of  awakenings.  The  German  Aerospace  Center  (DLR) 
conducted  an  extensive  study  focused  on  the  effects  of  nighttime  aircraft  noise  on  sleep  and  other 
related  human  performance  factors  (Basner  2004).  The  DLR  study  was  one  of  the  largest  studies 
to  examine  the  link  between  aircraft  noise  and  sleep  disturbance  and  involved  both  laboratory 
and  in-home  field  research  phases.  The  DLR  investigators  developed  a  dose-effect  curve  that 
predicts  the  number  of  aircraft  events  at  various  values  of  Lmax  expected  to  produce  one 
additional  awakening  over  the  course  of  a  night.  The  dose-effect  curve  was  based  on  the 
relationships  found  in  the  field  studies. 

In  July  2008  ANSI  and  the  Acoustical  Society  of  America  (ASA)  published  a  method  to  estimate 
the  percent  of  the  exposed  population  that  might  be  awakened  by  multiple  aircraft  noise  events 
based  on  statistical  assumptions  about  the  probability  of  awakening  (or  not  awakening)  (ANSI 
2008).  This  method  relies  on  probability  theory  rather  than  direct  field  research/experimental 
data  to  account  for  multiple  events. 

Figure  C-7  depicts  the  awakenings  data  that  form  the  basis  and  equations  of  ANSI  S  12.9-2008. 
The  curve  labeled  ‘Eq.  (Bl)’  is  the  relationship  between  noise  and  awakening  endorsed  by 
FICAN  in  1997.  The  ANSI  recommended  curve  labeled  ‘Eq.  (1)’  quantifies  the  probability  of 
awakening  for  a  population  of  sleepers  who  are  exposed  to  an  outdoor  noise  event  as  a  function 
of  the  associated  indoor  SEE  in  the  bedroom.  This  curve  was  derived  from  studies  of 
behavioral  awakenings  associated  with  noise  events  in  “steady  state”  situations  where  the 
population  has  been  exposed  to  the  noise  long  enough  to  be  habituated.  The  data  points  in 
Figure  B-7  come  from  these  studies.  Unlike  the  FICAN  curve,  the  ANSI  2008  curve  represents 
the  average  of  the  field  research  data  points. 
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Figure  C-7,  Plot  of  Sleep  Awakening  Data  versus  Indoor  SEL 

In  December  2008,  FICAN  recommended  the  use  of  this  new  estimation  procedure  for  future 
analyses  of  behavioral  awakenings  from  aircraft  noise.  In  that  statement,  FICAN  also 
recognized  that  additional  sleep  disturbance  research  is  underway  by  various  research 
organizations,  and  results  of  that  work  may  result  in  additional  changes  to  FICAN’s  position. 
Until  that  time,  FICAN  recommends  the  use  of  ANSI  S12. 9-2008. 

2.4  Noise-Induced  Hearing  Impairment 

This  section  provides  a  brief  overview  of  hearing  loss  caused  by  noise  exposure.  The  goal  is  to 
provide  a  sense  of  perspective  as  to  how  aircraft  noise  (as  experienced  on  the  ground) 
compares  to  other  activities  that  are  often  linked  with  hearing  loss. 

2,4,1  Hearing  Threshold  Shifts 

Hearing  loss  is  generally  interpreted  as  a  decrease  in  the  ear’s  sensitivity  or  acuity  to  perceive 
sound;  i.e.,  a  shift  in  the  hearing  threshold  to  a  higher  level.  This  change  can  either  be  a 
Temporary  Threshold  Shift  (TTS),  or  a  Permanent  Threshold  Shift  (PTS)  (Berger  et  al.  1995). 

TTS  can  result  from  exposure  to  loud  noise  over  a  given  amount  of  time,  yet  the  hearing  loss  is 
not  necessarily  permanent.  An  example  of  TTS  might  be  a  person  attending  a  loud  music 
concert.  After  the  concert  is  over,  the  person  may  experience  a  threshold  shift  that  may  last 
several  hours,  depending  upon  the  level  and  duration  of  exposure.  While  experiencing  TTS,  the 
person  becomes  less  sensitive  to  low-level  sounds,  particularly  at  certain  frequencies  in  the 
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speech  range  (typically  near  4,000  Hz).  Normal  hearing  ability  eventually  returns,  as  long  as  the 
person  has  enough  time  to  recover  within  a  relatively  quiet  environment. 

PTS  usually  results  from  repeated  exposure  to  high  noise  levels,  where  the  ears  are  not  given 
adequate  time  to  recover  from  the  strain  and  fatigue  of  exposure.  A  common  example  of  PTS  is 
the  result  of  working  in  a  loud  environment  such  as  a  factory.  It  is  important  to  note  that  a 
temporary  shift  (TTS)  can  eventually  become  permanent  (PTS)  over  time  with  continuous 
exposure  to  high  noise  levels.  Thus,  even  if  the  ear  is  given  time  to  recover  from  TTS,  repeated 
occurrence  of  TTS  may  eventually  lead  to  permanent  hearing  loss.  The  point  at  which  a  TTS 
results  in  a  PTS  is  difficult  to  identify  and  varies  with  a  person’s  sensitivity. 

2.4.2  Criteria  for  Permanent  Hearing  Loss 

Considerable  data  on  hearing  loss  have  been  collected  and  analyzed  by  the  scientific/medical 
community.  It  has  been  well  established  that  continuous  exposure  to  high  noise  levels  will 
damage  human  hearing  (USEPA  1978).  The  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(OSHA)  regulation  of  1971  standardizes  the  limits  on  workplace  noise  exposure  for  protection 
from  hearing  loss  as  an  average  level  of  90  dB  over  an  8-hour  work  period  or  85  dB  over  a  16- 
hour  period  (the  average  level  is  based  on  a  5  dB  decrease  per  doubling  of  exposure  time)  (U.S. 
Department  of  Labor  1971).  Even  the  most  protective  criterion  (no  measurable  hearing  loss  for 
the  most  sensitive  portion  of  the  population  at  the  ear’s  most  sensitive  frequency,  4,000  Hz,  after 
a  40-year  exposure)  is  an  average  sound  level  of  70  dB  over  a  24-hour  period. 

The  USEPA  established  75  dB  for  an  8-hour  exposure  and  70  dB  for  a  24-hour  exposure  as  the 
average  noise  level  standard  requisite  to  protect  96  percent  of  the  population  from  greater  than  a 
5  dB  PTS  (USEPA  1978).  The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  Committee  on  Hearing, 
Bioacoustics,  and  Biomechanics  (CHABA)  identified  75  dB  as  the  minimum  level  at  which 
hearing  loss  may  occur  (CHABA  1977).  Einally,  the  WHO  has  concluded  that  environmental 
and  leisure-time  noise  below  an  Leq(24)  value  of  70  dB  “will  not  cause  hearing  loss  in  the 
large  majority  of  the  population,  even  after  a  lifetime  of  exposure”  (WHO  2000). 

2.4.3  Hearing  Loss  and  Aircraft  Noise 

The  1982  USEPA  Guidelines  report  specifically  addresses  the  criteria  and  procedures  for 
assessing  the  noise-induced  hearing  loss  in  terms  of  the  Noise-Induced  Permanent  Threshold 
Shift  (NIPTS),  a  quantity  that  defines  the  permanent  change  in  hearing  level,  or  threshold, 
caused  by  exposure  to  noise  (USEPA  1982).  Numerically,  the  NIPTS  is  the  change  in 
threshold  averaged  over  the  frequencies  0.5,  1,  2,  and  4  kHz  that  can  be  expected  from  daily 
exposure  to  noise  over  a  normal  working  lifetime  of  40  years,  with  the  exposure  beginning  at  an 
age  of  20  years.  A  grand  average  of  the  NIPTS  over  time  (40  years)  and  hearing  sensitivity 
(10  to  90  percentiles  of  the  exposed  population)  is  termed  the  Average  NIPTS,  or  Ave  NIPTS 
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for  short.  The  Ave  NIPTS  that  can  be  expected  for  noise  exposure  as  measured  by  the  DNL 
metric  is  given  in  Table  C-3. 

Table  C-3.  Ave  NIPTS  and  10“*  Percentile  NIPTS  as  a  Function  of  DNL 


DNL 

Ave  NIPTS 
dB* 

10^ 

Percentile 
NIPTS  dB* 

75-76 

1.0 

4.0 

76-77 

1.0 

4.5 

77-78 

1.6 

5.0 

78-79 

2.0 

5.5 

79-80 

2.5 

6.0 

80-81 

3.0 

7.0 

81-82 

3.5 

8.0 

82-83 

4.0 

9.0 

83-84 

4.5 

10.0 

84-85 

5.5 

11.0 

A'ote;*Rounded  to  the  nearest  0.5  dB 


For  example,  for  a  noise  exposure  of  80  dB  DNL,  the  expected  lifetime  average  value  of  NIPTS 
is  2.5  dB,  or  6.0  dB  for  the  10*  percentile.  Characterizing  the  noise  exposure  in  terms  of  DNL 
will  usually  overestimate  the  assessment  of  hearing  loss  risk  as  DNL  includes  a  10  dB  weighting 
factor  for  aircraft  operations  occurring  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  If,  however,  flight  operations 
between  the  hours  of  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  account  for  5  percent  or  less  of  the  total  24-hour 
operations,  the  overestimation  is  on  the  order  of  1.5  dB.  From  a  civilian  airport  perspective,  the 
scientific  community  has  concluded  that  there  is  little  Itkelihood  that  the  resulting  noise 
exposure  from  aircraft  noise  could  result  in  either  a  temporary  or  permanent  hearing  loss. 
Studies  on  community  hearing  loss  from  exposure  to  aircraft  flyovers  near  airports  showed  that 
there  is  no  danger,  under  normal  circumstances,  of  hearing  loss  due  to  aircraft  noise  (Newman 
and  Beattie  1985).  The  USEPA  criterion  (Leq(24)  =  70  dBA)  can  be  exceeded  in  some  areas 
located  near  airports,  but  that  is  only  the  case  outdoors.  Inside  a  building,  where  people  are 
more  likely  to  spend  most  of  their  time,  the  average  noise  level  will  be  much  less  than  70  dBA 
(Eldred  and  von  Gierke  1993).  Eldred  and  von  Gierke  also  report  that  “several  studies  in  the 
U.S.,  Japan,  and  the  United  Kingdom  have  confirmed  the  predictions  that  the  possibility  for 
permanent  hearing  loss  in  communities,  even  under  the  most  intense  commercial  take-off  and 
landing  patterns,  is  remote.” 

With  regard  to  military  airbases,  as  individual  aircraft  noise  levels  are  increasing  with  the 
introduction  of  new  aircraft,  a  2009  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  policy  directive  requires  that 
hearing  loss  risk  be  estimated  for  the  at  risk  population,  defined  as  the  population  exposed  to 
DNE  greater  than  or  equal  to  80  dB  (Undersecretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology  and 
Eogistics  2009).  Specifically,  DoD  components  are  directed  to  “use  the  80  Day-Night  A- 
Weighted  (DNL)  noise  contour  to  identify  populations  at  the  most  risk  of  potential  hearing  loss.” 
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This  does  not  preclude  populations  outside  the  80  DNL  contour,  i.e.,  at  lower  exposure  levels, 
from  being  at  some  degree  of  risk  of  hearing  loss.  However,  the  analysis  should  be  restricted  to 
populations  within  this  contour  area,  including  residents  of  on-base  housing.  The  exposure  of 
workers  inside  the  base  boundary  area  should  be  considered  occupational  and  evaluated  using 
the  appropriate  DoD  component  regulations  for  occupational  noise  exposure. 

2,4,4  Summary 

Aviation  and  typical  community  noise  levels  near  airports  are  not  comparable  to  the  occupational 
or  recreational  noise  exposures  associated  with  hearing  loss.  Studies  of  aircraft  noise  levels 
associated  with  civilian  airport  activity  have  not  definitively  correlated  permanent  hearing 
impairment  with  aircraft  activity.  It  is  unlikely  that  airport  neighbors  will  remain  outside  their 
homes  24  hours  per  day,  so  there  is  little  likelihood  of  hearing  loss  below  an  average  sound 
level  of  75  dB  DNL.  Near  military  airbases,  average  noise  levels  above  75  dB  may  occur,  and 
while  new  DoD  policy  dictates  that  NIPTS  be  evaluated,  no  research  results  to  date  have 
definitively  related  permanent  hearing  impairment  to  aviation  noise. 

2.5  Non-auditory  Health  Effects 

Nonauditory  health  effects  of  long-term  noise  exposure,  where  noise  may  act  as  a  risk  factor, 
have  not  been  found  to  occur  at  levels  below  those  protective  against  noise-induced  hearing  loss, 
described  above.  Most  studies  attempting  to  clarify  such  health  effects  have  found  that  noise 
exposure  levels  established  for  hearing  protection  will  also  protect  against  any  potential 
nonauditory  health  effects,  at  least  in  workplace  conditions.  The  best  scientific  summary  of 
these  findings  is  contained  in  the  lead  paper  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  Conference  on 
Noise  and  Hearing  Loss,  held  on  January  22-24,  1990,  in  Washington,  D.C.,  which  states  “The 
nonauditory  effects  of  chronic  noise  exposure,  when  noise  is  suspected  to  act  as  one  of  the  risk 
factors  in  the  development  of  hypertension,  cardiovascular  disease,  and  other  nervous  disorders, 
have  never  been  proven  to  occur  as  chronic  manifestations  at  levels  below  these  criteria  (an 
average  of  75  dBA  for  complete  protection  against  hearing  loss  for  an  eight-hour  day)”  (von 
Gierke  1990;  parenthetical  wording  added  for  clarification).  At  the  International  Congress 
(1988)  on  Noise  as  a  Public  Health  Problem,  most  studies  attempting  to  clarify  such  health 
effects  did  not  find  them  at  levels  below  the  criteria  protective  of  noise-induced  hearing  loss;  and 
even  above  these  criteria,  results  regarding  such  health  effects  were  ambiguous. 

Consequently,  it  can  be  concluded  that  establishing  and  enforcing  exposure  levels  protecting 
against  noise-induced  hearing  loss  would  not  only  solve  the  noise-induced  hearing  loss  problem 
but  also  any  potential  nonauditory  health  effects  in  the  work  place. 

Although  these  findings  were  directed  specifically  at  noise  effects  in  the  work  place,  they  are 
equally  applicable  to  aircraft  noise  effects  in  the  community  environment.  Research  studies 
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regarding  the  nonauditory  health  effeets  of  aireraft  noise  are  ambiguous,  at  best,  and  often 
eontradietory.  Yet,  even  those  studies  whieh  purport  to  find  sueh  health  effeets  use  time-average 
noise  levels  of  75  dB  and  higher  for  their  research. 

For  example,  in  an  often-quoted  paper,  two  University  of  California  at  Los  Angeles  researchers 
found  a  relation  between  aircraft  noise  levels  under  the  approach  path  to  Los  Angeles 
International  Airport  and  increased  mortality  rates  among  the  exposed  residents  by  using  an 
average  noise  exposure  level  greater  than  75  dB  for  the  “noise-exposed”  population  (Meecham 
and  Shaw  1979).  Nevertheless,  three  other  University  of  California  at  Los  Angeles  professors 
analyzed  those  same  data  and  found  no  relation  between  noise  exposure  and  mortality  rates 
(Frerichs  etal.  1980). 

As  a  second  example,  two  other  University  of  California  at  Los  Angeles  researchers  used  this 
same  population  near  Los  Angeles  International  Airport  to  show  a  higher  rate  of  birth  defects 
during  the  period  of  1970  to  1972  when  compared  with  a  control  group  residing  away  from  the 
airport  (Jones  and  Tauscher  1978).  Based  on  this  report,  a  separate  group  at  the  United  States 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  performed  a  more  thorough  study  of  populations  near  Atlanta’s 
Hartsfield  International  Airport  for  1970  to  1972  and  found  no  relation  in  their  study  of  17 
identified  categories  of  birth  defects  to  aircraft  noise  levels  above  65  dB  (Edmonds  et  al.  1979). 

A  recent  review  of  health  effects,  prepared  by  a  Committee  of  the  Health  Council  of  The 
Netherlands  (Committee  of  the  Health  Council  of  the  Netherlands  1996),  analyzed  currently 
available  published  information  on  this  topic.  The  committee  concluded  that  the  threshold  for 
possible  long-term  health  effects  was  a  16-hour  (6:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.)  Leq  of  70  dB. 
Projecting  this  to  24  hours  and  applying  the  10  dB  nighttime  penalty  used  with  DNL,  this 
corresponds  to  DNL  of  about  75  dB.  The  study  also  affirmed  the  risk  threshold  for  hearing  loss, 
as  discussed  earlier. 

In  summary,  there  is  no  scientific  basis  for  a  claim  that  potential  health  effects  exist  for  aircraft 
time-average  sound  levels  below  75  dB.  The  potential  for  noise  to  affect  physiological  health, 
such  as  the  cardiovascular  system,  has  been  speculated;  however,  no  unequivocal  evidence 
exists  to  support  such  claims  (Harris  1997).  Conclusions  drawn  from  a  review  of  health  effect 
studies  involving  military  low-altitude  flight  noise  with  its  unusually  high  maximum  levels 
and  rapid  rise  in  sound  level  have  shown  no  increase  in  cardiovascular  disease  (Schwartze  and 
Thompson  1993).  Additional  claims  that  are  unsupported  include  flyover  noise  producing 
increased  mortality  rates  and  increases  in  cardiovascular  death,  aggravation  of  post-traumatic 
stress  syndrome,  increased  stress,  increase  in  admissions  to  mental  hospitals,  and  adverse 
effects  on  pregnant  women  and  the  unborn  fetus  (Harris  1997). 
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2.5.1  Performance  Effects 

The  effect  of  noise  on  the  performance  of  activities  or  tasks  has  been  the  subject  of  many  studies. 
Some  of  these  studies  have  established  links  between  continuous  high  noise  levels  and 
performance  loss.  Noise-induced  performance  losses  are  most  frequently  reported  in  studies 
employing  noise  levels  in  excess  of  85  dB.  Little  change  has  been  found  in  low-noise  cases. 
It  has  been  cited  that  moderate  noise  levels  appear  to  act  as  a  stressor  for  more  sensitive 
individuals  performing  a  difficult  psychomotor  task. 

While  the  results  of  research  on  the  general  effect  of  periodic  aircraft  noise  on  performance  have 
yet  to  yield  definitive  criteria,  several  general  trends  have  been  noted  including; 

•  A  periodic  intermittent  noise  is  more  likely  to  disrupt  performance  than  a  steady-state 
continuous  noise  of  the  same  level.  Flyover  noise,  due  to  its  intermittent  nature,  might  be 
more  likely  to  disrupt  performance  than  a  steady-state  noise  of  equal  level. 

•  Noise  is  more  inclined  to  affect  the  quality  than  the  quantity  of  work. 

•  Noise  is  more  likely  to  impair  the  performance  of  tasks  that  place  extreme  demands  on 
the  worker. 

2.6  Noise  Effects  on  Children 

In  response  to  noise-specific  and  other  environmental  studies.  Executive  Order  (EO)  13045, 
Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental  Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks  (1997),  requires 
federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  policies,  programs,  and  activities  address  environmental  health 
and  safety  risks  to  identify  any  disproportionate  risks  to  children. 

A  review  of  the  scientific  literature  indicates  that  there  has  not  been  a  tremendous  amount  of 
research  in  the  area  of  aircraft  noise  effects  on  children.  The  research  reviewed  does  suggest  that 
environments  with  sustained  high  background  noise  can  have  variable  effects,  including  noise 
effects  on  learning  and  cognitive  abilities,  and  reports  of  various  noise-related  physiological 
changes. 

2.6.1  Effects  on  Learning  and  Cognitive  Abilities 

In  2002,  ANSI  refers  to  studies  that  suggest  that  loud  and  frequent  background  noise  can  affect 
the  learning  patterns  of  young  children  (ANSI  2002).  ANSI  provides  discussion  on  the 
relationships  between  noise  and  learning,  and  stipulates  design  requirements  and  acoustical 
performance  criteria  for  outdoor-to-indoor  noise  isolation.  School  design  is  directed  to  be 
cognizant  of,  and  responsive  to  surrounding  land  uses  and  the  shielding  of  outdoor  noise  from 
the  indoor  environment.  The  ANSI  acoustical  performance  criteria  for  schools  include  the 
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requirement  that  the  one-hour-average  baekground  noise  level  shall  not  exeeed  35  dBA  in  eore 
learning  spaees  smaller  than  20,000  eubie  feet  and  40  dBA  in  eore  learning  spaees  with  enelosed 
volumes  exceeding  20,000  cubic  feet.  This  would  require  schools  be  constructed  such  that,  in 
quiet  neighborhoods  indoor  noise  levels  are  lowered  by  15  to  20  dBA  relative  to  outdoor  levels. 
In  schools  near  airports,  indoor  noise  levels  would  have  to  be  lowered  by  35  to  45  dBA  relative 
to  outdoor  levels  (ANSI  2002). 

The  studies  referenced  by  ANSI  to  support  the  new  standard  are  not  specific  to  jet  aircraft  noise 
and  the  potential  effects  on  children.  However,  there  are  references  to  studies  that  have  shown 
that  children  in  noisier  classrooms  scored  lower  on  a  variety  of  tests.  Excessive  background 
noise  or  reverberation  within  schools  causes  interferences  of  communication  and  can  therefore 
create  an  acoustical  barrier  to  learning  (ANSI  2002).  Studies  have  been  performed  that 
contribute  to  the  body  of  evidence  emphasizing  the  importance  of  communication  by  way  of  the 
spoken  language  to  the  development  of  cognitive  skills.  The  ability  to  read,  write,  comprehend, 
and  maintain  attentiveness,  is  in  part,  based  upon  whether  teacher  communication  is  consistently 
intelligible  (ANSI  2002). 

Numerous  studies  have  shown  varying  degrees  of  effects  of  noise  on  the  reading  comprehension, 
attentiveness,  puzzle-solving,  and  memory/recall  ability  of  children.  It  is  generally  accepted  that 
young  children  are  more  susceptible  than  adults  to  the  effects  of  background  noise.  Because  of 
the  developmental  status  of  young  children  (linguistic,  cognitive,  and  proficiency),  barriers  to 
hearing  can  cause  interferences  or  disruptions  in  developmental  evolution. 

Research  on  the  impacts  of  aircraft  noise,  and  noise  in  general,  on  the  cognitive  abilities  of 
school-aged  children  has  received  more  attention  in  recent  years.  Several  studies  suggest  that 
aircraft  noise  can  affect  the  academic  performance  of  schoolchildren.  Although  many  factors 
could  contribute  to  learning  deficits  in  school-aged  children  (e.g.,  socioeconomic  level,  home 
environment,  diet,  sleep  patterns),  evidence  exists  that  suggests  that  chronic  exposure  to  high 
aircraft  noise  levels  can  impair  learning. 

Specifically,  elementary  school  children  attending  schools  near  New  York  City’s  two  airports 
demonstrated  lower  reading  scores  than  children  living  farther  away  from  the  flight  paths  (Green 
et  al.  1982).  Researchers  have  found  that  tasks  involving  central  processing  and  language 
comprehension  (such  as  reading,  attention,  problem  solving,  and  memory)  appear  to  be  the  most 
affected  by  noise  (Evans  and  Eepore  1993,  Hygge  1994,  and  Evans  et  al  1998).  It  has  been 
demonstrated  that  chronic  exposure  of  first-  and  second-grade  children  to  aircraft  noise  can  result 
in  reading  deficits  and  impaired  speech  perception  (i.e.,  the  ability  to  hear  common,  low- 
frequency  [vowel]  sounds  but  not  high  frequencies  [consonants]  in  speech)  (Evans  and  Maxwell 
1997). 
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The  Evans  and  Maxwell  (1997)  study  found  that  ehronie  exposure  to  aireraft  noise  resulted  in 
reading  defieits  and  impaired  speeeh  pereeption  for  first-  and  seeond-grade  ehildren.  Other 
studies  found  that  children  residing  near  the  LAX  had  more  difficulty  solving  cognitive  problems 
and  did  not  perform  as  well  as  children  from  quieter  schools  in  puzzle-solving  and  attentiveness 
(Bronzaft  1997,  Cohen  et  al.  1980).  Children  attending  elementary  schools  in  high  aircraft  noise 
areas  near  London’s  Heathrow  Airport  demonstrated  poorer  reading  comprehension  and 
selective  cognitive  impairments  (Haines  et  al.  2001a  and  2001b).  Similarly,  a  1994  study  found 
that  students  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  of  approximately  76  dBA  scored  20  percent  lower  on 
recall  ability  tests  than  students  exposed  to  ambient  noise  of  42-44  dBA  (Hygge  1994).  Similar 
studies  involving  the  testing  of  attention,  memory,  and  reading  comprehension  of  school  children 
located  near  airports  showed  that  their  tests  exhibited  reduced  performance  results  compared  to 
those  of  similar  groups  of  children  who  were  located  in  quieter  environments  (Evans  et  al.  1998, 
Haines  et  al.  1998).  The  Haines  and  Stansfeld  study  indicated  that  there  may  be  some  long-term 
effects  associated  with  exposure,  as  one-year  follow-up  testing  still  demonstrated  lowered  scores 
for  children  in  higher  noise  schools  (Haines  et  al.  2001a  and  2001b).  In  contrast,  a  2002  study 
found  that  although  children  living  near  the  old  Munich  airport  scored  lower  in  standardized 
reading  and  long-term  memory  tests  than  a  control  group,  their  performance  on  the  same  tests 
was  equal  to  that  of  the  control  group  once  the  airport  was  closed  (Hygge  et  al.  2002). 

Linally,  although  it  is  recognized  that  there  are  many  factors  that  could  contribute  to  learning 
deficits  in  school-aged  children,  there  is  increasing  awareness  that  chronic  exposure  to  high 
aircraft  noise  levels  may  impair  learning.  This  awareness  has  led  the  WHO  and  a  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  working  group  to  conclude  that  daycare  centers  and  schools  should  not  be 
located  near  major  sources  of  noise,  such  as  highways,  airports,  and  industrial  sites  (WHO  2000, 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  2000). 

2,6.2  Health  Effects 

Physiological  effects  in  children  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  and  the  potential  for  health  effects 
have  also  been  the  focus  of  limited  investigation.  Studies  in  the  literature  include  examination  of 
blood  pressure  levels,  hormonal  secretions,  and  hearing  loss. 

As  a  measure  of  stress  response  to  aircraft  noise,  authors  have  looked  at  blood  pressure  readings 
to  monitor  children’s  health.  Children  who  were  chronically  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  from  a 
new  airport  near  Munich,  Germany,  had  modest  (although  significant)  increases  in  blood 
pressure,  significant  increases  in  stress  hormones,  and  a  decline  in  quality  of  life  (Evans  et  al. 
1998).  Children  attending  noisy  schools  had  statistically  significant  average  systolic  and 
diastolic  blood  pressure  (p<0.03).  Systolic  blood  pressure  means  were  89.68  millimeters  (mm) 
for  children  attending  schools  located  in  noisier  environments  compared  to  86.77  mm  for  a 
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control  group.  Similarly,  diastolic  blood  pressure  means  for  the  noisier  environment  group  were 
47.84  mm  and  45.16  mm  for  the  control  group  (Cohen  et  al.  1980). 

Although  the  literature  appears  limited,  studies  foeused  on  the  wide  range  of  potential  effects  of 
aircraft  noise  on  school  children  have  also  investigated  hormonal  levels  between  groups  of 
children  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  compared  to  those  in  a  eontrol  group.  Specifically,  two  studies 
analyzed  cortisol  and  urinary  catecholamine  levels  in  sehool  ehildren  as  measurements  of  stress 
response  to  aireraft  noise  (Haines  et  al.  2001b  and  2001c).  In  both  instances,  there  were  no 
differences  between  the  aircraft-noise-exposed  ehildren  and  the  control  groups. 

Other  studies  have  reported  hearing  losses  from  exposure  to  aircraft  noise.  Noise-induced 
hearing  loss  was  reportedly  higher  in  ehildren  who  attended  a  school  located  under  a  flight  path 
near  a  Taiwan  airport,  as  compared  to  ehildren  at  another  school  far  away  (Chen  et  al.  1997). 
Another  study  reported  that  hearing  ability  was  reduced  significantly  in  individuals  who  lived 
near  an  airport  and  were  frequently  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  (Chen  and  Chen  1993).  In  that 
study,  noise  exposure  near  the  airport  was  reportedly  uniform,  with  DNL  greater  than  75  dB  and 
maximum  noise  levels  of  about  87  dB  during  overflights.  Conversely,  several  other  studies  that 
were  reviewed  reported  no  differenee  in  hearing  ability  between  ehildren  exposed  to  high  levels 
of  airport  noise  and  ehildren  located  in  quieter  areas  (Fisch  1977,  Andrus  et  al.  1975,  Wu  et  al. 
1995). 

2.7  Effects  on  Domestic  Animals  and  Wildlife 

Hearing  is  eritical  to  an  animal’s  ability  to  react,  compete,  reproduee,  hunt,  forage,  and  survive  in 
its  environment.  While  the  existing  literature  does  include  studies  on  possible  effects  of  jet 
aircraft  noise  and  sonic  booms  on  wildlife,  there  appears  to  have  been  little  coneerted  effort  in 
developing  quantitative  comparisons  of  aircraft  noise  effects  on  normal  auditory  characteristics. 
Behavioral  effects  have  been  relatively  well  described,  but  the  larger  eeological  context  issues, 
and  the  potential  for  drawing  conclusions  regarding  effects  on  populations,  has  not  been  well 
developed. 

The  relationships  between  potential  auditory/physiologieal  effeets  and  species  interactions  with 
their  environments  are  not  well  understood.  Manei  et  al.  (1988)  assert  that  the  consequenees 
physiologieal  effeets  may  have  on  behavioral  patterns  is  vital  to  understanding  the  long-term 
effects  of  noise  on  wildlife.  Questions  regarding  the  effects  (if  any)  on  predator-prey 
interactions,  reproductive  success,  and  intra-inter  specific  behavior  patterns  remain. 

The  following  discussion  provides  an  overview  of  the  existing  literature  on  noise  effects 
(particularly  jet  aireraft  noise)  on  animal  species.  The  literature  reviewed  here  involves  those 
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studies  that  have  focused  on  the  observations  of  the  behavioral  effects  that  jet  aircraft  have  on 
animals. 

A  great  deal  of  research  was  conducted  in  the  1960s  and  1970s  on  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on 
the  public  and  the  potential  for  adverse  ecological  impacts.  These  studies  were  largely 
completed  in  response  to  the  increase  in  air  travel  and  as  a  result  of  the  introduction  of 
supersonic  jet  aircraft.  According  to  Manci  et  al.  (1988),  the  foundation  of  information  created 
from  that  focus  does  not  necessarily  correlate  or  provide  information  specific  to  the  impacts  to 
wildlife  in  areas  overflown  by  aircraft  at  supersonic  speed  or  at  low  altitudes. 

The  abilities  to  hear  sounds  and  noise  and  to  communicate  assist  wildlife  in  maintaining  group 
cohesiveness  and  survivorship.  Social  species  communicate  by  transmitting  calls  of  warning, 
introduction,  and  other  types  that  are  subsequently  related  to  an  individual’s  or  group’s 
responsiveness. 

Animal  species  differ  greatly  in  their  responses  to  noise.  Noise  effects  on  domestic  animals  and 
wildlife  are  classified  as  primary,  secondary,  and  tertiary.  Primary  effects  are  direct, 
physiological  changes  to  the  auditory  system,  and  most  likely  include  the  masking  of  auditory 
signals.  Masking  is  defined  as  the  inability  of  an  individual  to  hear  important  environmental 
signals  that  may  arise  from  mates,  predators,  or  prey.  There  is  some  potential  that  noise  could 
disrupt  a  species’  ability  to  communicate  or  could  interfere  with  behavioral  patterns  (Manci  et  al. 
1988).  Although  the  effects  are  likely  temporal,  aircraft  noise  may  cause  masking  of  auditory 
signals  within  exposed  faunal  communities.  Animals  rely  on  hearing  to  avoid  predators,  obtain 
food,  and  communicate  with,  and  attract,  other  members  of  their  species.  Aircraft  noise  may 
mask  or  interfere  with  these  functions.  Other  primary  effects,  such  as  ear  drum  rupture  or 
temporary  and  permanent  hearing  threshold  shifts,  are  not  as  likely  given  the  subsonic  noise 
levels  produced  by  aircraft  overflights.  Secondary  effects  may  include  non-auditory  effects  such 
as  stress  and  hypertension;  behavioral  modifications;  interference  with  mating  or  reproduction; 
and  impaired  ability  to  obtain  adequate  food,  cover,  or  water.  Tertiary  effects  are  the  direct 
result  of  primary  and  secondary  effects,  and  include  population  decline  and  habitat  loss.  Most  of 
the  effects  of  noise  are  mild  enough  that  they  may  never  be  detectable  as  variables  of  change  in 
population  size  or  population  growth  against  the  background  of  normal  variation  (Bowles  1995). 
Other  environmental  variables  (e.g.,  predators,  weather,  changing  prey  base,  ground-based 
disturbance)  also  influence  secondary  and  tertiary  effects,  and  confound  the  ability  to  identify  the 
ultimate  factor  in  limiting  productivity  of  a  certain  nest,  area,  or  region  (Smith  et  al.  1988). 
Overall,  the  literature  suggests  that  species  differ  in  their  response  to  various  types,  durations, 
and  sources  of  noise  (Manci  et  al.  1988). 

Many  scientific  studies  have  investigated  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  wildlife,  and  some  have 
focused  on  wildlife  “flight”  due  to  noise.  Apparently,  animal  responses  to  aircraft  are  influenced 
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by  many  variables,  including  size,  speed,  proximity  (both  height  above  the  ground  and  lateral 
distance),  engine  noise,  color,  flight  profde,  and  radiated  noise.  The  type  of  aircraft  (e.g.,  fixed 
wing  versus  rotor-wing  [helicopter])  and  type  of  flight  mission  may  also  produce  different  levels 
of  disturbance,  with  varying  animal  responses  (Smith  et  al.  1988).  Consequently,  it  is  difficult  to 
generalize  animal  responses  to  noise  disturbances  across  species. 

One  result  of  the  1988  Manci  et  al,  literature  review  was  the  conclusion  that,  while  behavioral 
observation  studies  were  relatively  limited,  a  general  behavioral  reaction  in  animals  from 
exposure  to  aircraft  noise  is  the  startle  response.  The  intensity  and  duration  of  the  startle 
response  appears  to  be  dependent  on  which  species  is  exposed,  whether  there  is  a  group  or  an 
individual,  and  whether  there  have  been  some  previous  exposures.  Responses  range  from  flight, 
trampling,  stampeding,  jumping,  or  running,  to  movement  of  the  head  in  the  apparent  direction 
of  the  noise  source.  Manci  et  al.  (1988)  reported  that  the  literature  indicated  that  avian  species 
may  be  more  sensitive  to  aircraft  noise  than  mammals. 

2.7.1  Domestic  Animals 

Although  some  studies  report  that  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  domestic  animals  is 
inconclusive,  a  majority  of  the  literature  reviewed  indicates  that  domestic  animals  exhibit  some 
behavioral  responses  to  military  overflights  but  generally  seem  to  habituate  to  the  disturbances 
over  a  period  of  time.  Mammals  in  particular  appear  to  react  to  noise  at  sound  levels  higher  than 
90  dB,  with  responses  including  the  startle  response,  freezing  (i.e.,  becoming  temporarily 
stationary),  and  fleeing  from  the  sound  source.  Many  studies  on  domestic  animals  suggest  that 
some  species  appear  to  acclimate  to  some  forms  of  sound  disturbance  (Manci  et  al.  1988).  Some 
studies  have  reported  such  primary  and  secondary  effects  as  reduced  milk  production  and  rate  of 
milk  release,  increased  glucose  concentrations,  decreased  levels  of  hemoglobin,  increased  heart 
rate,  and  a  reduction  in  thyroid  activity.  These  latter  effects  appear  to  represent  a  small 
percentage  of  the  findings  occurring  in  the  existing  literature. 

Some  reviewers  have  indicated  that  earlier  studies,  and  claims  by  farmers  linking  adverse  effects 
of  aircraft  noise  on  livestock,  did  not  necessarily  provide  clear-cut  evidence  of  cause  and  effect 
(Cottereau  1978).  In  contrast,  many  studies  conclude  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  aircraft 
overflights  affect  feed  intake,  growth,  or  production  rates  in  domestic  animals. 

2.7.2  Summary 

Some  physiological/behavioral  responses  such  as  increased  hormonal  production,  increased  heart 
rate,  and  reduction  in  milk  production  have  been  described  in  a  small  percentage  of  studies.  A 
majority  of  the  studies  focusing  on  these  types  of  effects  have  reported  short-term  or  no  effects. 
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The  literature  does  suggest  that  eommon  responses  inelude  the  “startle”  or  “fright”  response  and, 
ultimately,  habituation.  It  has  been  reported  that  the  intensities  and  durations  of  the  startle 
response  deerease  with  the  numbers  and  frequeneies  of  exposures,  suggesting  no  long-term 
adverse  effeets.  The  majority  of  the  literature  suggests  that  domestie  animal  speeies  (eows, 
horses,  chiekens)  and  wildlife  speeies  exhibit  adaptation,  aeelimation,  and  habituation  after 
repeated  exposure  to  jet  aireraft  noise. 

Animal  responses  to  aireraft  noise  appear  to  be  somewhat  dependent  on,  or  influeneed  by,  the 
size,  shape,  speed,  proximity  (vertieal  and  horizontal),  engine  noise,  eolor,  and  flight  profde  of 
planes.  Helieopters  also  appear  to  induee  greater  intensities  and  durations  of  disturbanee 
behavior  as  eompared  to  fixed-wing  aireraft.  Some  studies  showed  that  animals  that  had  been 
previously  exposed  to  jet  aireraft  noise  exhibited  greater  degrees  of  alarm  and  disturbanee  to 
other  objeets  ereating  noise,  sueh  as  boats,  people,  and  objeets  blowing  aeross  the  landseape. 
Other  faetors  infiueneing  response  to  jet  aireraft  noise  may  inelude  wind  direetion,  speed,  and 
loeal  air  turbulenee;  landseape  struetures  (i.e.,  amount  and  type  of  vegetative  eover);  and,  in  the 
ease  of  bird  speeies,  whether  the  animals  are  in  the  ineubation/nesting  phase. 

2.8  Property  Values 

Property  within  a  noise  zone  (or  Aeeident  Potential  Zone)  may  be  affeeted  by  the  availability  of 
federally  guaranteed  loans.  Aeeording  to  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
(HUD),  Federal  Housing  Administration  (FHA),  and  Veterans  Administration  (VA)  guidanee, 
sites  are  aeeeptable  for  program  assistanee,  subsidy,  or  insuranee  for  housing  in  noise  zones  of 
less  than  65  dB  DNL,  and  sites  are  eonditionally  aeeeptable  with  speeial  approvals  and  noise 
attenuation  in  the  65  to  75  dB  DNL  noise  zone  and  the  greater  than  75  dB  DNL  noise  zone. 
HUD’s  position  is  that  noise  is  not  the  only  determining  faetor  for  site  aeeeptability,  and 
properties  should  not  be  rejeeted  only  beeause  of  airport  infiuenees  if  there  is  evidenee  of 
aeeeptability  within  the  market  and  if  use  of  the  dwelling  is  expeeted  to  eontinue.  Similar  to  the 
Navy’s  and  USAF’s  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  Program,  HUD,  FHA,  and  VA 
reeommend  sound  attenuation  for  housing  in  the  higher  noise  zones  and  written  disclosures  to  all 
prospective  buyers  or  lessees  of  property  within  a  noise  zone  (or  Accident  Potential  Zone). 

Newman  and  Beattie  (1985)  reviewed  the  literature  to  assess  the  effect  of  aircraft  noise  on 
property  values.  One  paper  by  Nelson  (1978),  reviewed  by  Newman  and  Beattie,  suggested  a 

1.8  to  2.3  percent  decrease  in  property  value  per  decibel  at  three  separate  airports,  while  at 
another  period  of  time,  they  found  only  a  0.8  percent  devaluation  per  decibel  change  in  DNL. 
However,  Nelson  also  noted  a  decline  in  noise  depreciation  over  time  which  he  theorized  could 
be  due  to  either  noise  sensitive  people  being  replaced  by  less  sensitive  people  or  the  increase  in 
commercial  value  of  the  property  near  airports;  both  ideas  were  supported  by  Crowley  (1978). 
Ultimately,  Newman  and  Beattie  summarized  that  while  an  effect  of  noise  was  observed,  noise  is 
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only  one  of  the  many  factors  that  is  part  of  a  decision  to  move  close  to,  or  away  from,  an  airport, 
but  which  is  sometimes  considered  an  advantage  due  to  increased  opportunities  for  employment 
or  ready  access  to  the  airport  itself 

More  recently  Fidell  et  al.  (1996)  studied  the  influences  of  aircraft  noise  on  actual  sale  prices  of 
residential  properties  in  the  vicinity  of  two  military  facilities  and  found  that  equations  developed 
for  one  area  to  predict  residential  sale  prices  in  areas  unaffected  by  aircraft  noise  worked  equally 
well  when  applied  to  predicting  sale  prices  of  homes  in  areas  with  aircraft  noise  in  excess  of  65 
dB  DNL.  Thus,  the  model  worked  equally  well  in  predicting  sale  prices  in  areas  with  and 
without  aircraft  noise  exposure.  This  indicates  that  aircraft  noise  had  no  meaningful  effect  on 
residential  property  values.  In  some  cases,  the  average  sale  prices  of  noise  exposed  properties 
were  somewhat  higher  than  those  elsewhere  in  the  same  area.  In  the  vicinity  of  Davis-Monthan 
Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  in  Tucson,  Arizona,  Fidell  found  the  homes  near  the  AFB  were  much 
older,  smaller,  and  in  poorer  condition  than  homes  elsewhere.  These  factors  caused  the 
equations  developed  for  predicting  sale  prices  in  areas  further  away  from  the  base  to  be 
inapplicable  with  those  nearer  the  AFB.  However,  again  Fidell  found  that,  similar  to  other 
researchers,  differences  in  sale  prices  between  homes  with  and  without  aircraft  noise  were 
frequently  due  to  factors  other  than  noise  itself. 

2,8,1  Noise  Effects  on  Structures 

Normally,  the  most  sensitive  components  of  a  structure  to  airborne  noise  are  the  windows  and, 
infrequently,  the  plastered  walls  and  ceilings.  An  evaluation  of  the  peak  sound  pressures 
impinging  on  the  structure  is  normally  used  to  determine  the  possibility  of  damage.  In  general, 
with  peak  sound  levels  above  130  dB,  there  is  the  possibility  of  the  excitation  of  structural 
component  resonances.  While  certain  frequencies  (such  as  30  Hz  for  window  breakage)  may  be 
of  more  concern  than  other  frequencies,  conservatively,  only  sounds  lasting  more  than  one 
second  above  a  sound  level  of  130  dB  are  potentially  damaging  to  structural  components 
(CHABA  1977). 

Noise-induced  structural  vibration  may  also  cause  annoyance  to  dwelling  occupants  because  of 
induced  secondary  vibrations,  or  rattling  of  objects  within  the  dwelling  such  as  hanging  pictures, 
dishes,  plaques,  and  bric-a-brac.  Window  panes  may  also  vibrate  noticeably  when  exposed  to 
high  levels  of  airborne  noise.  In  general,  such  noise-  induced  vibrations  occur  at  peak  sound 
levels  of  1 10  dB  or  greater.  Thus,  assessments  of  noise  exposure  levels  for  compatible  land  use 
should  also  be  protective  of  noise-induced  secondary  vibrations. 
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Noise  Modeling  Input  Data,  Sample  for 

KC-135  and  KC-46A 


Example  Flight  Profiles 


c 

1.07  NM 
0  ft  AGL 

85  %  NF  Max  Rated  Thrust 
160  kts 


b 

0.25  NM 
Oft  AGL 

85  %  NF  Max  Rated  Thrust 
140  kts 


3.76  NM 
1,500  ft  AGL 
55  %  NF  Variable 
180  kts 


d 

1.86  NM 
400  ft  AGL 

85  %  NF  Max  Rated  Thrust 
185  kts 


h 

17.02  NM 
300  ft  AGL 
60  %  NF  Approach 
140  kts 


7.00  NM 
1,500  ft  AGL 
55  %  NF  Variable 
180  kts 


g 

10.00  NM 
1,500  ft  AGL 
60  %  NF  Approach 
160  kts 


Flight  Profile  KC  135  CA 

VFR  RIGHT  TURNS  SOUTH  SIDE,  (TANKER  AND  LARGE  AIRCRAFT) 


Scale  in  Feet  1:69,100  (1  inch  =  5,760  feet) 


Flight  Profile  KC  135  CA 


Distance 
Point  NM 


0.00 

50  AGL 

60  Approach 

140 

0.25 

OAGL 

85  Max  Rated  Thrust 

140 

1.07 

OAGL 

85  Max  Rated  Thrust 

160 

1.86 

400  AGL 

85  Max  Rated  Thrust 

185 

3.76 

1,500  AGL 

55  Variable 

180 

7.00 

1,500  AGL 

55  Variable 

180 

10.00 

1,500  AGL 

60  Approach 

160 

17.02 

300  AGL 

60  Approach 

140 

18.02 

50  AGL 

60  Approach 

140 

I 


c 

1.15  NM 
0  ft  AGL 
85  %  N1  Intermediate 
160  kts 


b 

0.16  NM 
0  ft  AGL 
85  %  N1  Intermediate 
140  kts 


d 

2.20  NM 
1,000  ft  AGL 
80  %  N1  Intermediate 
190  kts 


e 

4.26  NM 

1,500  ft  AGL 

55  %  N1  Traffic  Pattern 

180  kts 


8.84  NM 
1,500  ft  AGL 
55  %  N1  Traffic  Pattern 
180  kts 


h 

15.02  NM 
900  ft  AGL 
60  %  N1  Approach 
140  kts 


g 

10.00  NM 
1,500  ft  AGL 
NJ,,^proach 


Flight  Profile  KC  46  CA 


Distance 
Point  NM 


0.00 

50  AGL 

60  Approach 

140 

0.16 

0  AGL 

85  Intermediate 

140 

1000  foot  touch  down 

1.15 

0  AGL 

85  Intermediate 

160 

6000  foot  lift  off 

2.20 

1,000  AGL 

80  Intermediate 

190 

4.26 

1,500  AGL 

55  Traffic  Pattern 

180 

Pattern  altitude 

8.84 

1,500  AGL 

55  Traffic  Pattern 

180 

10.00 

1,500  AGL 

60  Approach 

160 

15.02 

900  AGL 

60  Approach 

140 

3  NM  Final 

18.02 

50  AGL 

60  Approach 

140 

Flight  Profile  KC  46  CA 

VFR  RIGHT  TURNS  SOUTH  SIDE,  (TANKER  AND  LARGE  AIRCRAFT) 


Scale  in  Feet  1:69,100  (1  inch  =  5,760  feet) 


d 

5.92  NM 
2,630  ft  AGL 
88  %  N1  Intermediate 
250  kts 


c 

1.97  NM 
200  ft  AGL 
92  %  N1  Takeoff 
185  kts 


Flight  Profile  KC  46  DA 


0.00  NM 
0  ft  AGL 
92  %  N1  Takeoff 
0  kts 


b 

0.99  NM 

Point 

Distance 

NM 

Fleight 

ft 

Power 

%N1 

Speed 

kts 

Notes 

Oft  AGL 

a 

0.00 

OAGL 

92  Takeoff 

0 

92  %  N1  Tal 

b 

0.99 

0  AGL 

92  Takeoff 

150 

6000  foot  lift  off 

150  kts 

c 

1.97 

200  AGL 

92  Takeoff 

185 

Clean  accelerating  to  250  kts 

d 

5.92 

2,630  AGL 

88  Intermediate 

250 

e 

14.81 

8,630  AGL 

88  Intermediate 

250 

Accelerate  to  285  kts 

f 

15.80 

8,630  AGL 

88  Intermediate 

285 

g 

33.00 

20,000  AGL 

88  Intermediate 

285 

Flight  Profile  KC  46  DA 

LEFT  TURN  TO  NORTH 


Scale  in  Feet  1:65,000  (1  inch  =  5,410  feet) 


Final  -  June  2014 


Appendix  D 

Air  Quality 


Final  -  June  2014 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 
APPENDIX  D  AIR  QUALITY 

APPENDIX  D1  AIR  QUALITY  BACKGROUND  INFORMATION . Dl-1 

APPENDIX  D2  CONFORMITY  APPLICABILITY . D2-1 

APPENDIX  D3  EMISSION  CALCULATIONS . D3-1 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  D  Air  Quality 


Final  -  June  2014 


[This  page  intentionally  left  blank.] 


11 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  D  Air  Quality 


Final  -  June  2014 


Appendix  D1 


Air  Quality  Background  Information 


Final  -  June  2014 


APPENDIX  D1  AIR  QUALITY  BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 


This  appendix  provides  assumptions  used  to  ealeulate  emissions  for  the  Proposed  Aetion 
alternatives,  as  well  as  tables  showing  the  emission  ealculations.  Emissions  from  these 
eategories  of  sourees  were  ealeulated  based  on  guidanee  from  the  United  States  Air  Foree 
(USAF)  in  their  Air  Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  -  Methods  for  Estimating 
Emissions  of  Air  Pollutants  for  Mobile  Sources  at  U.S.  Air  Force  Installations  (Air  Foree  Civil 
Engineer  Center  [AFCEC]  2013),  utilizing  the  latest  air  emissions  modeling  tools.  Eaeh 
eategory  of  emissions  is  discussed  in  the  sections  below. 

1,0  Construction  Assumptions 

It  was  assumed  that  each  construction  project  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  be 
constructed  in  a  single  year,  and  that  all  construction  would  occur  in  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  2015. 
Factors  needed  to  derive  construction  source  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  Compilation 
of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Volume  I  (United  States  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  [USEPA]  1995),  the  USEPA  NONROAD2008a  model  for  nonroad  construction 
equipment  (USEPA  2009),  and  the  USEPA  MOVES2010b  model  for  on-road  vehicles  (USEPA 
2013b). 

Operational  emissions  from  sources  operating  in  association  with  the  Proposed  Action  include 
aircraft  operations,  aerospace  ground  equipment  (AGE),  engine  testing,  and  personal  vehicle  use. 
Calculation  methodologies  for  each  emission  category  and  assumptions  used  to  calculate 
emissions  for  the  Proposed  Action  alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

2.0  Aircraft  Operations 

The  methodology  for  estimating  aircraft  emissions  involves  evaluating  the  type  of  operations  for 
each  type  of  aircraft,  the  number  of  hours  of  operation  for  each  aircraft  type,  the  type  of  engine 
in  each  aircraft,  and  the  mode  of  operation  for  each  type  of  aircraft  engine.  Aircraft  emissions 
are  calculated  based  on  the  type  of  aircraft,  the  engine  model,  the  operational  mode  and  time-in¬ 
mode  (TIM)  for  each  mode,  the  power  setting  associated  with  each  operational  mode,  the  fuel 
flow  rate  associated  with  each  power  setting,  engine-specific  emission  factors,  the  mixing  zone 
height,  and  the  number  of  landing-takeoff  (ETO)  cycles  conducted  during  the  course  of  a  year. 
As  TIM  and  fuel  flow  for  each  power  setting  varies  among  aircraft  engines  and  airframes,  the 
calculation  procedure  was  repeated  for  individual  aircraft  types. 

The  types  of  aircraft  and  numbers  and  type  of  operations  were  obtained  from  the  installations  for 
both  existing  conditions  (KC-135  aircraft)  and  Proposed  Action  alternatives  (KC-46A  aircraft). 
The  operational  profiles  from  the  noise  modeling  analysis  conducted  for  the  Proposed  Action 
were  used  to  calculate  emissions,  accounting  for  the  mode  of  operation  for  aircraft  engines, 
engine  speed,  and  elevation  above  ground  level. 
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As  discussed  in  the  USAF  guidance  document,  because  estimating  emissions  using  an  LTO 
approach  accounts  for  exhaust  emissions  associated  with  aircraft  operations  oceurring  both  on 
the  ground  and  up  to  the  mixing  zone  height,  the  ehoiee  of  a  mixing  zone  height  will  have  a 
direct  impact  on  total  emissions.  Mixing  zone  height  is  used  to  adjust  the  TIM  during  the 
approach  and  climb  out  modes  of  an  LTO  when  calculating  emissions.  Thus  a  shallow  mixing 
zone  height  will  result  in  a  shorter  TIM  (and  fewer  emissions),  and  a  high  mixing  zone  height 
will  result  in  a  longer  TIM  (and  more  emissions).  While  emissions  oceurring  anywhere  within 
this  zone  will  impaet  ground-level  pollutant  concentrations,  emissions  occurring  above  it  will 
generally  not  be  mixed  to  the  ground.  Because  atmospheric  stability  (and  hence  inversions)  are  a 
function  of  temperature,  mixing  zone  height  varies  depending  on  location,  hour,  and  season,  and 
is  affected  by  loeal  topography,  time  of  day,  and  time  of  year.  USEPA  guidance  notes  that  in 
most  instances  where  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  emissions  are  not  a  local  air  quality  concern,  a 
default  mixing  zone  height  of  3,000  feet  ean  be  used.  If,  however,  NOx  emissions  are  considered 
an  important  component  of  the  emission  inventory,  specific  mixing  height  data  must  be  gathered 
and  used.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  has  adopted  this  USEPA  default  value  in 
its  recommended  procedures.  For  purposes  of  maximizing  the  accuracy  of  the  inventory, 
location  specific  climate  and  meteorological  data  should  be  used  where  available  to  determine 
seasonal  or  annual  average  mixing  height. 

For  conservative  purposes,  the  mixing  height  was  assumed  to  be  3,000  feet  above  ground  level 
(AGE). 

Emissions  were  calculated  for  individual  flight  operations  as  follows: 

Emissions  =  TIM/60  x  FFR/IOOO  x  FI  x  NE  x  N 


Where, 


TIM  =  Time  spent  in  each  mode  (min/cycle) 

60  =  Factor  for  converting  minutes  into  hours 
FFR  =  Fuel  flow  rate  per  engine  (Ib/hr) 

1000  =  Factor  for  converting  Ib/hr  to  1000  Ib/hr 
FI  =  Emission  factor  (lb/ 1000  lb) 

NE  =  Number  of  engines/aircraft 
N  =  number  of  operations 

The  KC-135  aircraft  are  equipped  with  four  engines,  and  the  KC-46A  aircraft  are  equipped  with 
two  engines.  Based  on  the  flight  profiles  for  the  two  aircraft  provided  for  the  noise  analysis, 
training  flight  profiles  would  have  the  same  TIM  and  same  profiles. 
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Emission  calculations  for  the  baseline  condition  and  Proposed  Aetion  alternatives  are  provided  in 
this  appendix. 

3,0  Aircraft  Ground  Equipment 

AGE  ineludes  onsite  mobile  support  equipment  sueh  as  tow  tractors,  reciprocating  engines,  and 
gas  turbines  used  to  support  aircraft  operations.  Based  on  information  from  the  Air  Emissions 
Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  -  Methods  for  Estimating  Emissions  of  Air  Pollutants  for 
Mobile  Sources  at  U.S.  Air  Force  Installations  (AECEC  2013),  emissions  for  AGE  were 
calculated  assuming  AGE  usage  rates  per  ETO  from  the  Air  Emissions  Factor  Guide. 

Emission  estimates  for  AGE  are  provided  in  this  appendix. 

4,0  Engine  Testing 

Baseline  emissions  from  on-wing  engine  testing  were  obtained  from  the  operations  shown  in  the 
Static  Pad  Summary.  It  was  assumed  that  the  number  of  engines  tested  annually  would  be 
proportional  to  the  number  of  aireraft  operations  at  each  installation.  Engine  testing  was 
calculated  for  the  KC-135  engines  for  baseline  conditions  and  for  the  KC-46A  engines  based  on 
similar  testing  profiles,  adjusting  for  the  number  of  aireraft  operations  at  the  installation. 

Emission  estimates  are  provided  in  this  appendix. 

5,0  Ground  Vehicles 

Emissions  from  ground  vehicles  were  calculated  using  emission  factors  from  the  Air  Emissions 
Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  -  Methods  for  Estimating  Emissions  of  Air  Pollutants  for 
Mobile  Sources  at  U.S.  Air  Force  Installations  (AECEC  2013).  Ground  vehicles  operations 
associated  with  the  baseline  and  Proposed  Action  alternatives  were  calculated  based  on  estimates 
of  personnel  that  would  be  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  at  each  installation.  It  was 
assumed  that  vehicles  would  travel  1  mile  on  base.  The  distance  traveled  off  base  was  estimated 
based  on  the  distance  from  the  installation  to  the  nearest  population  center  (i.e.,  downtown 
metropolitan  area).  Emission  estimates  include  emissions  from  startups,  hot  soak,  diurnal 
evaporative  emissions,  resting  loss,  and  running  loss,  as  well  as  running  exhaust  emissions  in 
grams  per  mile.  Emission  estimates  are  provided  in  this  appendix. 
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APPENDIX  D2  CONFORMITY  APPLICABILITY  ANALYSIS 


This  appendix  presents  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  General  Conformity  Applicability  Analysis  for 
the  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  (ANG)  Installations. 

1.0  BACKGROUND 

The  1990  CAA  Amendments  revised  Section  176(c)  to,  among  other  things,  require  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  to  promulgate  regulations  establishing  the  criteria 
and  procedures  for  determining  conformity  of  federal  actions  to  the  applicable  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  or  Eederal  Implementation  Plan.  General  conformity  to  a  SIP  or 
Eederal  Implementation  Plan  means  that  a  Eederal  agency’s  activities  will  not  produce  new  air 
quality  violations,  worsen  existing  violations,  or  delay  an  area’s  timely  attainment  of  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS).  On  November  30,  1993,  the  USEPA 
promulgated  regulations,  entitled  Determining  Conformity  of  General  Federal  Actions  to  State  or 
Federal  Implementation  Plans,  that  were  codified  at  40  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations  (CER)  Part 
51  Subpart  W  and  at  40  CER  Part  93  Subpart  B.  The  regulations  at  40  CER  Part  93  were  interim 
regulations  until  states  amended  their  SIPs  per  the  regulations  in  40  CER  Part  51.  In  1995, 
Congress  added  subparagraph  (5)  to  CAA  Section  176(c),  limiting  the  section’s  applicability  to 
areas  designated  either  nonattainment  or  maintenance. 

2,0  REGULATORY  REQUIREMENTS 

Under  the  provisions  of  40  CER  Parts  51  and  93,  Eederal  actions  are  required  to  conform  with 
the  approved  SIP  for  those  areas  that  are  categorized  as  nonattainment  or  maintenance  areas  for 
any  criteria  pollutant.  The  purpose  of  the  General  Conformity  Rule  is  to  demonstrate  that  the 
Proposed  Action  will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  a  violation  of  an  air  quality  standard,  and  that  the 
project  will  not  adversely  affect  the  air  basin’s  ability  to  attain  and  maintain  the  ambient  air 
quality  standards. 

The  first  step  in  the  evaluation  is  to  determine  whether  the  project’s  emissions  of  nonattainment 
pollutants  or  precursors  would  exceed  the  regulatory  de  minimis  thresholds  established  in  40 
CER  93.  The  following  sections  discuss  the  attainment  status  and  General  Conformity  Rule 
requirements  for  each  of  the  alternative  ANG  installations. 

2,1  190***  Air  Refueling  Wing 

Eorbes  Air  National  Guard  Station  (ANGS),  home  of  the  190**^  Air  Refueling  Wing  (190  ARW) 
of  the  Kansas  Air  National  Guard  (KS  ANG),  is  located  on  Eorbes  Eield  Airport,  approximately 
5  miles  south  of  Topeka  in  Shawnee  County,  Kansas.  The  USEPA  has  classified  the  state  of 
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Kansas  as  an  attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  criteria  pollutants.  The  Proposed  Action  is 
therefore  not  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the 
USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule. 

2.2  lOS*"  Wing 

Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL)  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,  in  Ocean  and  Burlington  counties.  The  USEPA  has  classified  the  Philadelphia- 
Wilmington-Atlantic  City  area  of  the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  New  Jersey  as 
nonattainment  for  the  ozone  (O3)  (marginal  nonattainment)  and  particulate  matter  less  than  or 
equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5)  NAAQS,  and  a  maintenance  area  for  carbon  dioxide 
(CO).  The  region  is  designated  attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The 
proposed  action  is  therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as 
articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment  classification 
for  the  region,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  O3 
precursors  (oxides  of  nitrogen  [NOx]  and  volatile  organic  compounds  [VOCs])  is  100  tons  per 
year  (tpy),  and  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  PM2.5  and  CO  emissions  are  also  100  tpy. 

2.3  157***  Air  Refueling  Wing 

Pease  ANGS,  home  of  the  157*  Air  Refueling  Wing  (157  ARW)  of  the  New  Hampshire  Air 
National  Guard  (NH  ANG),  is  located  in  Newington,  New  Hampshire  approximately  1  mile  west 
of  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire.  The  USEPA  had  previously  classified  the  Boston-Manchester- 
Portsmouth  area  as  a  moderate  nonattainment  area  for  the  1997  O3  standard.  On  January  31, 
2013,  the  USEPA  formally  redesignated  southeastern  New  Hampshire  as  an  attainment  area  for 
the  1997  O3  standard.  The  region  is  therefore  considered  a  maintenance  area  for  O3.  The  region 
is  designated  attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  proposed  action  is 
therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA 
General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  classification  for  the  region  as  a  maintenance  area,  the 
de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  O3  precursors  (NOx  and 
VOCs)  is  100  tpy. 

2.4  171*‘  Air  Refueling  Wing 

The  USEPA  has  classified  Allegheny  County  as  a  moderate  nonattainment  area  for  the  O3 
NAAQS,  and  a  nonattainment  area  for  PM2.5.  Pittsburgh  is  also  designated  as  a  nonattainment 
area  for  CO,  but  this  designation  applies  only  in  high  traffic  areas  in  the  central  business  district 
of  the  city.  The  region  is  designated  attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants. 
Alternative  #4  is  therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as 
articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment  classification 
for  the  region,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  O3 
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precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is  100  tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission  threshold  for  PM2.5 
emissions  is  also  100  tpy. 

2,5  121*‘  Air  Refueling  Wing 

Rickenbacker  ANGS  is  located  approximately  12  miles  south  of  downtown  Columbus,  Ohio  in 
Franklin  County.  The  USEPA  has  classified  the  Columbus  area,  including  all  of  Franklin 
County,  as  nonattainment  for  the  O3  and  PM2.5  NAAQS.  The  region  is  designated 
attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants.  The  proposed  action  is  therefore 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General 
Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment  classification  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis 
emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  O3  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs)  is  100 
tpy,  and  the  de  minimis  emission  threshold  for  PM2.5  emissions  is  also  100  tpy. 

Table  2.5-1  summarizes  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the  alternatives. 


Table  2,5-1,  General  Conformity  Af/ny/n/y  Thresholds,  tons  per  year 


Installation 

VOCs 

NO^ 

CO 

SO2 

PM,o 

PM2.S 

190  ARW  -  Forbes 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

108  WG-JBMDL 

100 

100 

100 

NA 

NA 

100 

157  ARW -Pease 

100 

100 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

171  ARW  -  Pittsburgh 

100 

100 

NA 

NA 

NA 

100 

121  ARW- 
Riekenbaeker 

100 

100 

NA 

NA 

NA 

100 

Notes'.  NA  -  de  minimis  threshold  not  applicable  -  installation  is  in  attainment/unclassified  area  for  this  pollutant. 


VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  NO^  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  CO  =  carbon  dioxide;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  PM  10 
=  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to 
2.5  microns  in  diameter;  190  ARW  =  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing;  108  WG  =  108*  Wing;  157  ARW  =  157*  Air 
Refueling  Wing;  171  ARW  =  17P‘  Air  Refueling  Wing;  121  ARW  =  12F‘  Air  Refueling  Wing 


3,0  EMISSIONS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE  FEDERAL  ACTION 

This  section  of  the  Conformity  Applicability  Analysis  presents  estimates  of  emissions  associated 
with  the  proposed  alternatives,  and  an  evaluation  of  the  applicability  of  the  General  Conformity 
Rule  to  the  proposed  alternatives. 


3,1  190***  Air  Refueling  Wing 


Because  the  190  ARW  is  not  subject  to  the  General  Conformity  Rule,  the  rule  is  not  applicable 
and  no  further  analysis  is  required. 
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The  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  action  at  JBMDL  include  construction  emissions  and 
operational  emissions.  Construction  emissions  are  summarized  in  Table  3.2-1.  As  shown  in 
Table  3.2-1,  emissions  would  be  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 


Table  3,2-1,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  under  Alternative  #2  -  108  WG  Installation 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Construction  Project 

CO 

NO, 

VOC 

PM2.S 

Total  Construction  Emissions 

8.01 

16.11 

2.08 

7.23 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Table  3.2-2  presents  the  net  annual  operational  emissions  increase  (decrease)  associated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  JB  MDL.  As  shown  in  Table  3.2-2,  emissions  are  below  the 
de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  except  NOx.  Emissions  of  NOx  would  exceed  the  de 
minimis  threshold,  and  this  alternative  would  therefore  require  a  Conformity  Determination 
under  the  General  Conformity  Rule. 

Table  3,2-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 

108  WG 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

PM2.S 

Aircraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.01 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.12 

Total 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

0.53 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

PM2.S 

Aircraft  Operations 

26.19 

100.37 

294.03 

0.96 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.17 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.01 

POVs 

4.75 

126.34 

3.97 

0.12 

Total 

32.48 

231.97 

299.54 

1.11 

Net  Increase 

24.01 

70.19 

210.36 

0.58 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5 
microns  in  diameter;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 


3,3  157“'  Air  Refueling  Wing 

The  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  action  at  Pease  ANGS  include  construction 
emissions  and  operational  emissions.  Construction  emissions  are  summarized  in  Table  3.3-1. 
As  shown  in  Table  3.3-1,  emissions  would  be  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 
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Table  3,3-1,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  under  Alternative  #3  -  157  ARW  Installation 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Construction  Project 

NO^ 

VOC 

Total  Construction  Emissions 

10.99 

1.64 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

Table  3.3-2  presents  the  net  annual  operational  emissions  increase  (decrease)  associated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pease  ANGS.  As  shown  in  Table  3.3-2,  emissions  would  be 
below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  This  alternative  would  therefore  not  be 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  a  Conformity  Determination,  and 
a  Record  of  Non-Applicability  would  be  prepared  for  this  alternative. 

Table  3,3-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 


157  ARW 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

NO, 

Aircraft  Operations 

2.41 

73.94 

AGE 

0.00 

0.07 

Engine  Tests 

0.10 

0.40 

POVs 

1.11 

0.91 

Total 

3.62 

75.32 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

NO, 

Aircraft  Operations 

15.24 

157.41 

AGE 

0.01 

0.10 

Engine  Tests 

0.77 

0.71 

POVs 

0.91 

0.70 

Total 

16.93 

158.92 

Net  Increase 

13.31 

83.60 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding 

NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 


3,4  171*‘  Air  Refueling  Wing 

The  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  action  at  Pittsburgh  ANGS  include  construction 
emissions  and  operational  emissions.  Construction  emissions  are  summarized  in  Table  3.4-1. 
As  shown  in  Table  3.4-1,  emissions  would  be  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 


Table  3,4-1,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  under  Alternative  #4  -  171  ARW  Installation 


Construction  Project 

Annual  Emissions, 
tons/year 

NO,  VOC  PMzs 

Total  Construction  Emissions 

14.68 

1.91 

6.60 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

Table  3.4-2  presents  the  net  annual  operational  emissions  increase  (decrease)  associated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  (lAP).  As  shown  in  Table 
3.4-2,  emissions  are  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  This  alternative  would 
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therefore  not  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  a  Conformity 
Determination,  and  a  Record  of  Non-Applicability  would  be  prepared  for  this  alternative. 

Table  3,4-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 


171  ARW 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

NO, 

PM2.S 

Aircraft  Operations 

3.42 

67.79 

0.33 

AGE 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.11 

0.46 

0.01 

POVs 

All 

3.37 

0.06 

Total 

7.81 

71.72 

0.40 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

NO, 

PM2.S 

Aircraft  Operations 

20.22 

158.42 

0.56 

AGE 

0.01 

0.13 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.80 

0.74 

0.01 

POVs 

3.44 

2.52 

0.06 

Total 

24.48 

161.81 

0.64 

Net  Increase 

16.67 

90.09 

0.24 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding 

NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  VOC  = 
volatile  organic  compound 


3,5  121*‘  Air  Refueling  Wing 

The  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  action  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS  include  construction 
emissions  and  operational  emissions.  Construction  emissions  are  summarized  in  Table  3.5-1. 
As  shown  in  Table  3.5-1,  emissions  would  be  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants. 

Table  3,5-1,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  under  Alternative  #5  -  121  ARW  Installation 


Construction  Project 

NO, 

VOC 

Total  Construction  Emissions 

24.82 

2.80 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

Table  3.5-2  presents  the  net  annual  operational  emissions  increase  (decrease)  associated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  Rickenbacker  ANGS.  As  shown  in  Table  3.5-2,  emissions 
are  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  This  alternative  would  therefore  not  be 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  a  Conformity  Determination,  and 
a  Record  of  Non-Applicability  would  be  prepared  for  this  alternative. 
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Table  3,5-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 


121  ARW 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

NO^ 

Aircraft  Operations 

4.63 

64.35 

AGE 

0.01 

0.15 

Engine  Tests 

0.11 

0.43 

POVs 

4.55 

3.55 

Total 

9.29 

68.48 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

NO^ 

Aircraft  Operations 

21.71 

123.58 

AGE 

0.01 

0.15 

Engine  Tests 

0.59 

0.54 

POVs 

4.09 

2.68 

Total 

26.43 

126.95 

Net  Increase 

17.13 

58.47 

de  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding 


NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound 


In  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  General  Conformity  Rule,  a  conformity 
determination  is  required  for  each  pollutant  where  the  total  of  direct  and  indirect  emissions 
associated  with  the  federal  action  would  equal  or  exceed  any  of  the  de  minimis  thresholds. 
Should  Alternative  #2  be  chosen  as  the  Proposed  Action,  the  ANG  would  be  required  to  make  a 
determination  as  to  the  conformity  of  emissions  of  NOx  with  the  O3  SIP  for  the  air  basin  in  which 
the  Proposed  Action  occurs. 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 
Appendix  D2  Conformity  Applicability  Analysis  D2-7 


Final  -  June  2014 


D2-8 


[This  page  intentionally  left  blank.] 


Second  Main  Operating  Base  KC-46A  Beddown  at  Alternative  Air  National  Guard  Installations  EIS 

Appendix  D2  Conformity  Applicability  Analysis 


Final  -  June  2014 


Appendix  D3 


Emission  Calculations 


Forbes  ANGS 


Table  D3.1-1.  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttle  Setting  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type/Throttle  Setting 

Fuel  Flow 
(Pounds/Hour) 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

F-108-CF-100  (2) 

idle  (9%) 

1013.76 

2.1045 

30.7 

4 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach  (30%) 

2463.12 

0.092 

4.2 

8.2 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Intermediate  (70%) 

6486.48 

0.0575 

0.09 

16 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Military  (78%) 

7801.2 

0.046 

0.09 

18.5 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

P&W4062(3) 

Idle  (7%) 

1,663 

12.49 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.10 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

Approach  (30%) 

5,702 

0.10 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

Climbout  (80%) 

16,870 

0.08 

0.50 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

Take-Off  (100%) 

21,622 

0.09 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3,216 

0.09 

0.10 

Emissions,  Pounds/Hour 

APU  Use -P&W  4062 

0.04  0.33  6.72  0.56  0.05  0.04  1373 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  The  KC-135  has  4  engines  and  the  KC-46A  has  2  engines. 

(2)  Data  fromA/r  Emissions  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013). 

(3)  iCAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (ICAO  2013). 


Table  D3.1-2.  HAP  Emission  Factors,  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type 

Emission  Factor  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  (1) 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

F108-CF-100 

Idle 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E-03 

1.90E-03 

8.97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Approach 

1.50E-02 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

3.22E-03 

6.23E-03 

5.53E-04 

1.61  E-03 

O.OOE+00 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

5.58E-03 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

4.25E-04 

1.42E-03 

O.OOE+00 

5.42E-04 

O.OOE+00 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-04 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Military 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

1.1  IE-03 

1.1  IE-03 

O.OOE+00 

3.36E-04 

O.OOE+00 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

P&W  4062  (3) 

Idle 

1.78E+00 

6.19E-01 

3.55E-01 

7.84E-02 

2.44E-01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E-02 

4.09E-02 

4.48E-02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Approach 

1.48E-02 

5.13E-03 

2.94E-03 

6.50E-04 

2.02E-03 

7.71  E-04 

2.09E-04 

3.39E-04 

3.71  E-04 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

1.15E-02 

3.99E-03 

2.29E-03 

5.05E-04 

1.57E-03 

6.00E-04 

1.63E-04 

2.63E-04 

2.89E-04 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-04 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Military 

1.31  E-02 

4.56E-03 

2.61  E-03 

5.78E-04 

1.79E-03 

6.85E-04 

1.86E-04 

3.01  E-04 

3.30E-04 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

Notes:  (1 )  Data  are  for  one  engine.  The  KC-135  has  4  engines  and  the  KC-46A  has  2  engines. 


(2)  Data  from  A/r£m/ss/ons  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013),  Tabie  2-9. 
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Table  D3.1-3.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Times  in  Mode  and  Fuel  Usages  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


LTO 

Touch  &  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

TIM 

Fuel  Usage 

Aircraft/Mode  (Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

Minutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

CD 

CO 

0.01 

CD 

CO 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.04 

1081 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.09 

854 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5523 

0.14 

2299 

K046A(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.04 

1406 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5543 

0.14 

2899 

APUUse,KOm(3) 

Hours 

Pre-Flight  -  OBIGGS  +  Electric  +  Max  ECS 

1.50 

Pre-Flight  -  Main  Engine  Start  +  Electric 

0.03 

Post-Flight  -  Electric  +  Min  ECS 

0.58 

Total  Hours  per  LTO 

2.12 

Notes:  (1)  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft. 

(2)  TIM  Data  from  Table  2-4,  Transport  Aircraft  (AFCEC  2013). 

(3)  APU  use  from  FTU/MOB1  Draft  EIS. 
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Table  D3.1-4.  Land  and  Take-off/T ouch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Ltectgesafxl  Errissions  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Aircraft/Mode 

LTO 

1  Enissions  (PoirKls) 

LTOs 

1  Time  In  Mode  (TIM)  I 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NCbc 

S02 

PMfO 

PA/C.5 

Mnutes 

Holss 

Pocnds 

KC-135  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

4.67 

68.05 

8.87 

2.35 

0.13 

0.13 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

Qirrbout  (Interrrediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

2.12 

30.91 

4.03 

1.07 

0.06 

0.06 

Totals 

56.1 

0.935 

5523 

694 

102.69 

43.93 

5.85 

0.32 

0.32 

KC-46A(^ 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

22.71 

77.48 

6.87 

1.93 

0.20 

0.18 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

3652 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

12.03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

10.32 

35.20 

3.12 

0.88 

0.09 

0.08 

Totals 

56.1 

0.935 

5543 

33.29 

115.60 

75.88 

5.88 

0.48 

0.42 

Aircraft/Mode 

1  Touch  arxl  Go 

1  Errissions  (PoltkIs) 

Touch  arxl  Go 

1  Tims  in  Mode  (TIM)  I 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NCbc 

S02 

PMfO 

PMC.5 

Mnutes 

Holts 

POLTldS 

NC-135(2) 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.70 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.50 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

Approach 

5.20 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

Totals 

640 

0.14 

0.16 

672 

31.03 

644 

0.13 

0.13 

KC-46A(^ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

3652 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

1603 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

Totals 

640 

0.14 

2899 

0.26 

692 

65.89 

607 

0.19 

0.16 

Table  D3.1-5.  Land  cindTake-off/Touchcind  Go  Total  Fuel  Usciges  and  HAP  Errissions  -  KC-135  and  KD-46A  Aircraft 


Aircraft/Mode 

LTO 

LTOs 

1  Tims  in  Mode  (TIM)  I 

Fuel  Usage 

aldehyde 

Acet- 

cildehyde 

Acrolein 

hbphthalene 

Beroene 

Toluene 

Mnutes 

Holts 

POLTidS 

KC-135(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

0.21 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

Totds 

56.1 

0.94 

5523 

0.33 

600 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

KC4640 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

3.24 

1.13 

0.65 

0.14 

0.44 

0.17 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

1.47 

0.51 

0.29 

006 

0.20 

0.08 

Totds 

56.1 

0.94 

5543 

4.75 

1.65 

0.95 

0.21 

0.65 

0.25 

I  Aircrerft/Mode 


iTouchandGo 


KC-135  (2) _ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

Qirrbout  (Interrredlate) 

Approach 

Totals 

KC-46A(^ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 
Qirrbout  (Interrrediate) 
Approach 
Totals 


Touch  and  Go 


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 


0.00 

0,00 

0.00 

0.01 


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


m 


14061 


coe 


CH4 


N20 


1 


Table  D3.1  -6.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  Forbes  -  Baseline 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC-135 

4280 

10452 
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Table  D3.1-7.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Forbes,  Baseline 


Scenaric/Operation 

1  Operations/Year 

1  Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

70% 

73% 

85% 

KC-135  CA  VFR  Rght  Turns  South  Sde 

0.02334748 

100 

1.08073231 

1.05954148 

3.23876605 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CB  VFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.44317768 

1897 

1.08073231 

1.05954148 

3.23876605 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CC  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.01552456 

66 

5.90400061 

2.76893508 

3.98841687 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CC_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.01552456 

66 

7.81529572 

2.8536984 

3.907219 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CD  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.00078836 

3 

5.93735654 

2.82544396 

6.5061229 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CD_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.00078836 

3 

5.93735654 

2.82544396 

6.5061229 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CE  VFR  Left  Turns  South  Sde 

0.02334748 

100 

1.61109169 

1.44097642 

1.12190307 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CF  VFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.44317768 

1897 

1.61109169 

1.44097642 

1.12190307 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CG  IFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.03104912 

133 

7.81529572 

1.51161252 

4.17139801 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  CH  IFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Side 

0.00327471 

14 

2.36827143 

7.25432736 

7.71408428 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

Total  Ops 

4280 

Table  D3.1-8.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Emission  Factors,  Baseline 


Factor 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

voc 

CO 


NOx 


SQ2 


PM10 


PIV2.5 


CQ2 


CH4 


N20 


Engine  Setting 

55%  58%  60%  70%  73%  85% 

19910.88  20916.72  21922.56  25945.92  27589.32  31204.8 


0.0704 

0.0683 

0.0661 

0.0575 

0.0539 

0.0460 

1.6313 

1.3744 

1.1175 

0.0900 

0.0900 

0.0900 

13.0750 

13.5625 

14.0500 

16.0000 

16.7813 

18.5000 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.1-9.  KC-135  Aircraft  Qosed  Pattern  Operations- Emissions  Per  Operation,  Baseline 


Errissions  per  operation,  lbs 
KC-135  CA  VFR  Rght  Turns  South  Sde 
KC-135  CB  VFR  Right  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-135  CC IFR  Right  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-135  CC_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-135  CD  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-135  CD_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-135  CE  VFR  Left  Turns  South  Side 
KC-135  CF  VFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-135  CG  IFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-135  CH  IFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Side 
Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 


VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

0.1614 

2.4721 

37.2809 

2.6974 

0.1393 

0.1393 

8183.7166 

0.2265 

0.2545 

0.1614 

2.4721 

37.2809 

2.6974 

0.1393 

0.1393 

8183.7166 

0.2265 

0.2545 

0.3329 

6.2082 

70.1391 

5.3160 

0.2713 

0.2713 

16128.5599 

0.4463 

0.5015 

0.3776 

7.2503 

78.4159 

5.9882 

0.3054 

0.3054 

18167.9580 

0.5028 

0.5649 

0.3959 

7.2813 

83.4757 

6.3237 

0.3213 

0.3213 

19185.9407 

0.5310 

0.5966 

0.3959 

7.2813 

83.4757 

6.3237 

0.3213 

0.3213 

19185.9407 

0.5310 

0.5966 

0.1317 

2.0776 

30.5185 

2.2050 

0.1152 

0.1152 

6689.9507 

0.1851 

0.2080 

0.1317 

2.0776 

30.5185 

2.2050 

0.1152 

0.1152 

6689.9507 

0.1851 

0.2080 

0.3521 

6.7151 

73.4267 

5.5946 

0.2857 

0.2857 

16973.7203 

0.4697 

0.5278 

0.4470 

7.9644 

95.1308 

7.1727 

0.3628 

0.3628 

21761.7260 

0.6022 

0.6767 

0.3440 

5.5160 

78.4510 

5.7133 

0.2958 

0.2958 

17333.8109 

0.4797 

0.5390 

Table  D3.1-10.  Annual  Air  Enissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  at  Forbes  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Errissions,  Tons/year  | 

voc 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135LTOS 

3.28 

48.57 

20.78 

2.77 

0.15 

0.15 

8401.07 

0.23 

0.26 

KC-135  Qosed  Rattem  Ops 

0.34 

5.52 

78.45 

5.71 

0.30 

0.30 

17333.81 

0.48 

0.54 

Total  Existing 

3.63 

54.09 

99.23 

8.48 

0.45 

0.45 

25734.88 

0.71 

0.80 

Table  D3.1-11.  Annual  HAP  EmissionsforKC-135  Aircraft  Operations  at  Forbes  -  Bas^ine 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Errissions,  Tons/year  | 

Forrrv 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

ehyl- 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

CNorofonri 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

CNoride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC-135  LTOs 

0.16 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.15 

0.01 

KC-135  Qosed  Rattem  Ops 

0.05 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.20 

0.01 

Total  Existing 

0.20 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.35 

0.03 
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T^eD3.1-12.  JP-8  AGE  Equipment  Emissions,  Forbes,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  RinTime 

(hr/yi^ 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gai/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Urtit 
(gal/yi^ 

Engine 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

NOk 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PMZ5 

S02 

NCbc 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PMZ5 

S02 

KC-135AGE 

Sorties: 

946 

Hours/SorUe 

Generator  AM32A36 

10 

9460.00 

6.47 

79036.77 

148 

6.10E-KXD 

4.57E01 

2.94E-01 

9.10eO2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60EO2 

1.27E+02 

9.53E+00 

6.13E+00 

1.90E+00 

1.86EtOO 

9.59E-01 

Stal  C»t  A/M32AOQA 

1 

946.00 

10.16 

9612.58 

180 

1.82E-KXD 

5.48E+00 

2.70e-01 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-O1 

7.18E02 

3.80e+00 

i.i4e+oi 

5.63E-01 

4.40E-01 

4.28&01 

1.50E-O1 

Stal  Cart  A/M32A-95 

0.1 

94.60 

8.75 

8Z7.75 

155 

1.47E-KXD 

5.86&00 

7.ooe-oi 

1.10E-01 

1.07E-O1 

6.19E02 

3.07E-01 

1.22E+00 

1.46E-01 

2.29E-02 

2.23E-02 

1.29E-02 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

9460.00 

6.80 

145256.77 

272 

Z94E-K)0 

1.50E-01 

2.04E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

6.13E+01 

3.13E+00 

4.25E+00 

4.13E+00 

4.00E+00 

1.00E+00 

MA-3C  fiir  Corxitioner 

2 

1892.00 

7.12 

12816.77 

120 

4.17E-K30 

3.17E-01 

5.30e-02 

1.09E-01 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

i.74e+oi 

1.^E+00 

2.21  E-01 

4.55E-01 

4.38E-01 

2.09E-01 

HI 

5 

4730.00 

0.39 

1735.60 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

3.00E-03 

1.65E+00 

1.89e+00 

1.04e+00 

1.14E+00 

1.14E+00 

3.13E-02 

1H1 

4 

3784.00 

0.39 

1388.48 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

3.00E-03 

1.^E+00 

1.51E+00 

8.34E-01 

9.09E-01 

9.09E-01 

Z50E-02 

UghtC»tNF-2 

2 

1892.00 

1.02 

1922.52 

18 

i.ioe-oi 

8.00E-02 

i.ooe-02 

1.00E-02 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

4.59E-01 

3.34e-01 

4.17E-02 

4.17E-02 

4.17E-02 

3.00E-02 

Air  Coftpressor  MC-I A 

0.33 

31Z18 

1.09 

324.26 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67E-01 

7.10&02 

6.80E-02 

8.00E03 

2.88E-01 

1.84E-01 

1.84E-01 

4.89E-02 

4.68&02 

5.51  E-03 

ToUri  JP-8  AGE  Tons/year 

h(>hrs 

4480324.112 

1.07EO1 

1.S3B02 

6.71  E4J3 

4.54B4J3 

4.44E413 

1.21  E4)3 

Errission  estimaticn  iTEthocfciogy  based  AFCEC  2013,  assLrring  Scrtie^LTOrrBthod  per  AFCECgudance. 
EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Emission  Factors  from  AFCEC  201 3,  Table  3-4. 


T£y]ie  D3.1-13.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Forbes,  Baseline 


Pollutant 

JP8 

1  Gasoline  | 

1  Emission  Factors  | 

T^tuai  Annual 

Emissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Emission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Emissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

(IbTIOOO  g^) 

Reciprocating 

(lb/1000  hp-bO 

Arsenic 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

2.42E+01 

7.00E-02 

Aadein 

6.48E-04 

2.90E+00 

Ben^ne 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-03 

2.91  EKDI 

BerylliLm 

4.31E-05 

1,3-Butadene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-04 

1.23E+00 

Cactrium 

6.67E-04 

Chrorrium 

1.53E-03 

Fonreldehyde 

3.89e-02 

8.30E-03 

3.72E+01 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

Manganese 

i.ioe-oi 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

Maphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

2.66E+00 

Mckel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-03 

5.38E+<B 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

1.30EtO1 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

8.96E+00 

ToUri 

1.10E-02 

Table  D3.1-14.  JP-8  AGE  Equipment  GHG  Emissions,  Forbes,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  RinTime 

(hr/yr) 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Urit 
(gal/yr) 

Engine 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/gal  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CCS 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135A(:£ 

Sorties: 

946 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32A86 

10 

9460.00 

6.47 

79036.77 

148 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80e-04 

1.67E+06 

4.67E-K)1 

5.37E+01 

Stal  C»t  AiM32A6QA 

1 

94600 

10.16 

9612.58 

180 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80e-04 

2.03E+O5 

5.68E-KXD 

654E+00 

Start  C»t  A/M32A-95 

0.1 

94.60 

8.75 

8Z7.75 

155 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80e-04 

1.75E+04 

4.89e-01 

5.63E01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

9460.00 

6.80 

145256.77 

272 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80e-04 

3.06E+06 

8.58E-K)1 

9.88E+01 

MA-3C  Air  Condtioner 

2 

189Z00 

7.12 

12816.77 

120 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80E-04 

2.70e+O5 

7.57E-HXI 

8.72E+00 

HI 

5 

4730.00 

0.39 

1735.60 

6.5 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80e-04 

3.66E+04 

1.03E-KXD 

1.18E+00 

1H1 

4 

3784.00 

0.39 

1388.48 

6.5 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-04 

2.93E+04 

8.21  E-01 

9.44E01 

UghtC»tNF-2 

2 

1892.00 

1.02 

1922.52 

18 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80E-04 

4.06E+O4 

1.14E-KXD 

1.31  E+00 

Air  Conpressor  IVC-1 A 

0.33 

31Z18 

1.09 

324.26 

18.4 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80e-04 

6.84e+03 

1.92E-01 

2.20EO1 

Total  JP-8  AGE  Metric  Tons/year 

Z42EH)3 

&78E-02 

7.80BO2 

Emission  estimation  rrethocfciogy  based  AFCEC  2013,  asscrring  Sortie^LTO  nettxxl  per  AFCEC  gudance. 
EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3  Emission  Fadofs  from  AFCEC  201 3,  Table  3-4. 


D3-7 


Table  D3.1-1S  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  Forbes,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriser  of 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
En^ne  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  IbfLiel)  | 

1  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

piyno 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

piyno 

PM2.5 

KC-135 

Defueling 

26 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

27.73 

404.59 

52.72 

13.97 

1.61 

1.61 

Nteintenance  Run 

104 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

295.84 

4,315.64 

562.30 

149.01 

17.12 

17.12 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

12 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

8.53 

124.49 

16.22 

4.30 

0.49 

0.49 

12 

80%RF1V1 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.72 

1.40 

288.64 

16.54 

1.71 

1.71 

TRTFijn  4  Engine 

9 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1280 

186.73 

24.33 

6.45 

0.74 

0.74 

9 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.08 

2.11 

432.97 

24.81 

2.57 

2.57 

0.17 

2.52 

0.69 

0.11 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  D3.1-16.  hlAP  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  Forbes,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriser  of 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
feiel/fr) 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  lb  feiel)  (1)  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Eth)^- 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichioropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\^nyi 

KC-135 

Defueling 

26 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

9.51  &Cl2 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E03 

1.90EO3 

8.97E03 

6.84&04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E04 

9.68E04 

6.75ET)2 

4.85E03 

Ivbintenance  Run 

104 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOEKX) 

2.90E03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

12 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

9.51  &Cl2 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E03 

1.90E03 

8.97&03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

12 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

7.01  &03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOEKX) 

1.11E03 

1.11&03 

O.OOEKX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOEKX) 

1.18E03 

3.37E04 

4.84ET)4 

1.96E03 

2.42E03 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

9 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &Cl2 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

9 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

7.01  E4)3 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOEKX) 

O.OOEKX) 

1.11E03 

1.11E03 

O.OOEKX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOEKX) 

1.18E03 

3.37E04 

4.84E04 

1.96E03 

2.42E03 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Tolue™, 

Bhyl- 

>^ftenes 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\^nyi 

Tot^  MAPS, 

TPY 

1.25 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.03 

0.12 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.89 

0.06 

13.37 

0.00 

0.00 

0.41 

0.27 

1.26 

0.10 

0.23 

0.21 

0.32 

0.13 

0.14 

9.49 

0.68 

0.39 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.(X) 

0.00 

0.27 

0.02 

0.11 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.04 

0.58 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.05 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.41 

0.03 

0.16 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.03 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.05 

0.06 

0.00792974 

0 

0 

0.00Q237&^ 

0.00017734 

0.0007567 

S6051E-05 

0.00014176 

0.00012128 

0.000212308 

8.13888E-05 

8.87628E-05 

0.00556955 

0.00044463 

0.01581717 

Table  D3.1-17.  GHG  Errissions,  Engine  Tests,  Forbes,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nerrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriser  of 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

coe 

CH4 

N20 

Actual  Errissions  (Ib/yi^ 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

coe 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135 

Defueling 

26 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

42,383.28 

1.17 

1.32 

Nteintenance  Run 

104 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

452,088.30 

1251 

14.06 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

12 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

13,041.01 

0.36 

0.41 

12 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

50,177.32 

1.39 

1.56 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

9 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

19,561.51 

0.54 

0.61 

9 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

75,265.98 

2.08 

2.34 

|Total,  tpy 

296 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  JP-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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TableD3.1-18.  Annual  VUDrter  Population  and  VMT  at  Forbes  -  KC46A  Reject  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #of 

Wbrkers 

Artnual  On- 

Base  VMT^ 

Annual  Off- 

Base  VMT^ 

Existing 

9^ 

245700 

1941030 

Proposed  A:lion 

1126 

2SIZ7eO 

2312804 

Cn-Baserrileage  based  on  1.00  miles  fttDm  2010  AEI;  total  mileage  obtained  fttDmAEI. 


^Off-Base  mileage  based  on  distance  to  dewntewn  Topeka,  7.9  miles;  assume  260  days/year 


TableD3.1-19.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Vehicle  Emission  Factors- Forbes 


Scenario/Vehicle  Class 


Errission  Factors  (Grams/M  le) 


Existing  (Year  201 3) 


Rx^posed  Aaion  (Year  2018)  (1) 


LDGV 

LOOT 


LDGT 

LOOT 

hDGV 

hDCV 

MC 


Notes:  (1)  Emission  factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  5-13,  for  2017  used  to  provide  a  conservative  estimate  of  errissions  for  2018 


mmm  i§iii§iiigi§ig 


C02 


368.1 
314 

516.1 

905.3 
1245.6 

177.4 


TableD3.1-20.  Annual  Average On-Sase  Vehicle  Emissions,  Forbes 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

PCVMx(%) 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PMZS 

Existing  (Year  201 3) 

LDGV 

37.55 

123.26 

194Z47 

91.33 

1.42 

2.24 

LOOT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.13 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

LDGT 

60.32 

278.06 

3698.70 

227.08 

3.27 

3.59 

LOOT 

0.2 

0.43 

0.77 

0.50 

0.01 

0.05 

649.15 

FDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

FDCV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

33.86 

286.22 

8.65 

0.03 

0.22 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

0.22 

Z96 

0.16 

0.00 

0.00 

Proposed  ASion  (Year  2018)  (1) 

LDGV 

37.55 

111.24 

2098.82 

77.80 

1.70 

2.67 

LDDT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.13 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

60.82 

LDGfT 

60.32 

265.91 

3846.51 

203.23 

3.89 

4.2B 

LDDT 

0.2 

0.39 

0.77 

0.41 

0.01 

0.04 

772.71 

hDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

hDCV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

40.35 

341.04 

10.30 

0.04 

0.26 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tons/year 

0,21 

3.14 

0.15 

0.00 

0.00 

TableD3.1-21.  Annual  Average  Off-Base  Vehicle  Emissions,  Forbes 


ScenaricyVehide  Oass 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

PCVMx(%) 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PMZS 

Existing  (Year  201 3) 

LDGV 

37.55 

973.76 

15345.54 

721.48 

11.25 

17.68 

LDDT 

0.03 

0.17 

1.04 

0.26 

0.00 

0.05 

403.11 

LDGT 

60.32 

2196.64 

29219.75 

1793.97 

25.81 

^.39 

LDDT 

0.2 

3.36 

6.06 

3.94 

0.05 

0.38 

FDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

hDCV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

267.50 

2261.12 

68.30 

0.24 

1.71 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

1.72 

23.42 

1.29 

0.02 

0.02 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

LDGV 

37.55 

737.55 

13915.43 

515.80 

11.25 

17.68 

LDDT 

0.03 

0.11 

0.89 

0.11 

0.00 

0.03 

403.23 

LDGT 

60.32 

1762.99 

25502.75 

1347.41 

25.81 

^.39 

LDDT 

0.2 

2.61 

5.14 

2.71 

0.05 

0.27 

hDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

hDCV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

267.50 

2261.12 

68.30 

0.24 

1.71 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tons/year 

1.39 

20.84 

0.97 

0.02 

0.02 

iKKl 


Table  D3.1  -22.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  Forbes  -  Proposed  Action 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC46A 

1286 

5995 

14562 
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Table  D3.1-23.  KC-46AAircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Forbes -KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Scenaric/Operation 

1  Operations/Year 

1  Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (IVinutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

68% 

73% 

83% 

85% 

KC-46ACAVFR  Rght  Turns  South  Sde 

0.02336246 

140 

1.52770185 

1.04541426 

2.57545944 

0.66856113 

0.06861792 

0.3602441 

0.39626852 

KC-46A  CB  VFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.44393009 

2661 

1.52770185 

1.04541426 

2.57545944 

0.66856113 

0.06861792 

0.3602441 

0.39626852 

KC-46ACC  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.01553171 

93 

5.24755579 

1.580018 

4.11836013 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

KC-46ACC_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.01553171 

93 

5.24755579 

1.03333177 

6.83322258 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

KC-46A  CD  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.00082201 

5 

10.6572214 

1.00489145 

2.43021817 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

KC-46ACD_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.00082201 

5 

10.6572214 

1.00489145 

2.43021817 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

KC-46A  CE  VFR  Left  Turns  South  Sde 

0.02336246 

140 

1.52770185 

1.04541426 

2.57545944 

0.66856113 

0.06861792 

0.3602441 

0.39626852 

KC-46A  CF  VFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.44393009 

2661 

1.52770185 

1.04541426 

2.57545944 

0.66856113 

0.06861792 

0.3602441 

0.39626852 

KC-46A  CG  IFR  Left  Turns  South\/\est  Sde 

0.03106342 

186 

5.24755579 

0.52140594 

6.25469204 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

KC-46ACH  IFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 

0.00164403 

10 

9.93973526 

0.96065095 

2.97021433 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

Total  Ops 

5995 

Table  D3.1-24.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Enission  Factors 


Factor 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

Enission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs 

voc 

CO 


NOx 


SQ2 


PM10 


PIV2.5 


CQ2 


CH4 


N20 


Engine  SettingTrime  in  Mode  per  Operation  (iVinutes) 

55%  58%  60%  68%  73%  83%  85% 

22572  23688.8  24805.6  28379.36  30389.6  34928  36116 


0.0920 

0.0909 

0.0897 

0.0860 

0.0840 

0.0819 

0.0834 

1.2150 

1.1435 

1.0720 

0.8432 

0.7145 

0.5138 

0.5275 

19.0750 

19.7655 

20.4560 

22.6656 

23.9085 

27.0275 

28.0750 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

0.0600 

0.0610 

0.0620 

0.0652 

0.0670 

0.0713 

0.0725 

0.0500 

0.0510 

0.0520 

0.0552 

0.0570 

0.0613 

0.0625 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.1-25.  KO-46AAirctaft  Qosed  Pattern  Operations  -  Emissions  Per  Operation 


Emissions  per  operation,  ibs 
KC-46A  CA  VFR  Rght  Turns  South  Sde 
KC-46A  CB  VFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-46ACC IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-46ACC_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  South\/\est  Sde 
KC-46ACD  IFR  Rght  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-46ACD_2  IFR  Rght  Turns  South\/\est  Sde 
KC-46A  CE  VFR  Left  Turns  South  Side 
KC-46A  CF  VFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-46A  CG  IFR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
KC-46A  CH I FR  Left  Turns  Southwest  Sde 
Enissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 


VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

0.2531 

2.8367 

61.2646 

3.0225 

0.1809 

0.1523 

9170.2396 

0.2538 

0.2851 

0.2531 

2.8367 

61.2646 

3.0225 

0.1809 

0.1523 

9170.2396 

0.2538 

0.2851 

0.4768 

5.6496 

109.9461 

5.6314 

0.3311 

0.2780 

17094.6253 

0.4731 

0.5315 

0.5579 

6.6060 

128.6396 

6.5954 

0.3876 

0.3254 

20010.1143 

0.5538 

0.6222 

0.5808 

7.1145 

130.0011 

6.8112 

0.3961 

0.3319 

20664.7895 

0.5719 

0.6426 

0.5808 

7.1145 

130.0011 

6.8112 

0.3961 

0.3319 

20664.7895 

0.5719 

0.6426 

0.2531 

2.8367 

61.2646 

3.0225 

0.1809 

0.1523 

9170.2396 

0.2538 

0.2851 

0.2531 

2.8367 

61.2646 

3.0225 

0.1809 

0.1523 

9170.2396 

0.2538 

0.2851 

0.5180 

6.1185 

119.7521 

6.1276 

0.3604 

0.3026 

18590.9093 

0.5145 

0.5781 

0.5744 

7.0059 

129.0739 

6.7432 

0.3927 

0.3291 

20458.5274 

0.5662 

0.6361 

0.8111 

9.1567 

195.1626 

9.6741 

0.5776 

0.4863 

29350.8442 

0.8123 

0.9127 

Table  D3.1-26.  Annual  Air  Enissions  for  KC-<46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Forbes  -  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft 

I  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

voc 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

KC46ALTOS 

21.40 

74.33 

48.79 

3.78 

0.31 

0.27 

11462.73 

0.32 

0.36 

KC46AT&G 

0.81 

9.16 

195.16 

9.67 

0.58 

0.49 

29350.84 

0.81 

0.91 

APU 

0.05 

0.45 

9.16 

0.76 

0.07 

0.05 

1871.62 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Action 

2Z27 

83.94 

253.12 

14.22 

0.95 

0.81 

42685.20 

1.13 

1.27 

Table  D3.1-27.  Annual  HAP  Emissions  for  KC-4€AAircraPt  Operations  at  Forbes  -  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chlorofonn 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC46ALTOS 

3.06 

1.06 

0.61 

0.13 

0.42 

0.16 

0.04 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.19 

0.01 

KC46A  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.11 

0.04 

0.02 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.35 

0.03 

Total  Proposed  Action 

3.17 

1.10 

0.63 

0.14 

0.43 

0.17 

0.04 

0.07 

0.08 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.54 

0.04 
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D3.1-28.  JP-8  Equipment  Emissions,  Forbes,  Proposed  ^^ion 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  Rin  Time 

(hr/yi^ 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gai/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Urit 
(gal/yi^ 

Engine 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Errissions  (Ibs/yr) 

NOk 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM2.5 

S02 

NCbc 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

KC46AAGE 

Sorties: 

1286 

Hours/SorUe 

Generator  AM32^Va6 

10 

12860.00 

6.47 

107443.23 

148 

6.10E-KXD 

4.57E01 

2.&4E-01 

9.10eO2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60&O2 

1.7^E+02 

i.3oe+oi 

8.34E+00 

Z58E+00 

Stal  C»t  A/M32A^QA 

1 

1286.00 

10.16 

13067.42 

180 

1.82E-KXD 

5.48E+00 

2.70e-01 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-O1 

7.18E02 

5.16E+00 

1.55E+01 

7.65E-01 

5.98E-01 

Stal  Cart  A/M32A-95 

0.1 

12360 

8.75 

1125.25 

155 

1.47E-KXD 

5.86&00 

7.ooe-oi 

1.10E-01 

1.07E-O1 

6.19E02 

4.17E-01 

1.66E+00 

1.98E-01 

3.12E-02 

Heater/4C  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

12860.00 

6.80 

197463.23 

272 

Z94E-K)0 

1.50E-01 

2.04E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

8.33E+01 

4.25E+00 

5.78&00 

5.61  EtOO 

MA-3C  Air  Corxitioner 

2 

257Z00 

7.12 

17423.23 

120 

4.17E-K30 

3.17E-01 

5.30e-02 

1.09E-01 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

2.36E+01 

i.8oe+oo 

3.01  E-01 

6.18E-01 

HI 

5 

6430.00 

0.39 

2359.40 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

3.00E-03 

2.24e+00 

2.57E+00 

1.42E+00 

1.55E+00 

1H1 

4 

5144.00 

0.39 

1887.52 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

3.00E-03 

1.79e+00 

2.05E+00 

1.13E+00 

1.24E+00 

UghtC»tNF-2 

2 

2572.00 

1.02 

2613.48 

18 

i.ioe-oi 

8.00E-02 

i.ooe-02 

1.00E-02 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

6.24E-01 

4.54E-01 

5.67E-02 

5.67E-02 

Air  Coftpressor  MC-I A 

0.33 

424.38 

1.09 

440.81 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67E-01 

7.10&02 

6.80E-02 

8.00E03 

3.92E-01 

2.50E-01 

2.50E-01 

6.64E-02 

ToUri  JP-8  AGE  Tons/year 

h(>hrs 

6090583892 

1.45B01 

Z08BO2 

9.12E03 

6.17E-03 

Errission  estimaticn  mBthoddogy  based  AFCEC  2013,  assLrring  Scrtie^LTO  rrethod  per  AFCECgudance. 
EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Emission  Factors  from  AFCEC  201 3,  Table  3-4. 


Tstfde  D3.1-29.  ^^3E  H/VP  Errissions,  Forbes,  Proposed  >^on 


EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3  Emission  Fa(TofsfrcmAFCEC2013,  Table  3-4. 


Table  D3.1-31.  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  ^'oposed /^tion,  Forbes 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  | 

1  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

pi/no 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CX) 

NQx 

son 

PMIO 

PM2.5 

KC46A 

Defueling 

36 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

373.89 

1,275.64 

113.16 

31.73 

3.29 

299 

Nteintenance  Run 

145 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

2,007.93 

6,850.67 

607.73 

170.42 

17.69 

16.08 

TRTFijnl  Engine 

17 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

58.85 

200.80 

17.81 

5.00 

0.52 

0.47 

17 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.92 

11.95 

620.89 

25.33 

1.67 

1.43 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

13 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

90.01 

307.10 

27.24 

7.64 

0.79 

0.72 

13 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

2.94 

18.28 

949.59 

38.74 

2.56 

219 

1.27 

4.33 

1.17 

0.14 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  D3.1-32.  hlAPEnissions,  En^ne  Tests,  R^oposed  Action,  Forbes 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  tbfeiei)  (1)  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Ethyl- 

Oiorofbrm 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichtoropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\4nyi 

KC46A 

Defueling 

36 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84&CI2 

2.44E01 

9.30&CI2 

2.52E02 

4.09&CI2 

4.48E02 

3.31  &03 

9.13E04 

9.68E-04 

6.75&02 

4.85E03 

4.85E03 

kteintenance  Run 

145 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84&02 

2.44E01 

9.30&02 

2.52E02 

4.09&CI2 

4.48E02 

3.31  E03 

9.13E04 

9.68&04 

6.75E-02 

4.85&03 

4.85&03 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

17 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84&02 

2.44Efl1 

9.30&CI2 

2.52E02 

4.09&CI2 

4.48E02 

3.31  B03 

9.13E04 

9.68E04 

6.75&CI2 

4.85&03 

4.85E03 

17 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

1.15&CI2 

3.99e03 

2.29&03 

5.05EO4 

1.57&03 

6.00E04 

1.63&04 

2.63E04 

2.89B04 

1.76E03 

7.94e04 

5.09E4)4 

5.06&02 

2.54E03 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

13 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

6.19E01 

3.55E01 

7.84&CI2 

2.44E01 

9.30&CI2 

2.52E02 

4.09&CI2 

4.48e02 

3.31  &03 

9.13&04 

9.68e04 

6.75&CI2 

4.85&03 

4.85&03 

13 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

1.15E4)2 

3.99E4)3 

2.29&03 

5.05EO4 

1.57&03 

6.00E04 

1.63&04 

2.63E04 

2.89&04 

1.76E03 

7.94e04 

5.09&O4 

5.06&02 

2.54E03 

1  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

>^ftene5 

Slyn™ 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichioropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\4nyi 

Tot^  HAPs, 

Tpy 

18.53 

10.62 

2.35 

7.29 

2.78 

0.76 

1.22 

1.34 

0.10 

0.03 

0.03 

2.02 

0.15 

0.15 

99.50 

57.05 

1261 

39.17 

14.96 

4.06 

6.57 

7.21 

0.53 

0.15 

0.16 

10.85 

0.78 

0.78 

2.92 

1.67 

0.37 

1.15 

0.44 

0.12 

0.19 

0.21 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.32 

0.02 

0.02 

0.27 

0.10 

0.05 

0.01 

0.04 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

0.01 

1.21 

0.06 

4.46 

2.56 

0.57 

1.76 

0.67 

018 

0.29 

0.32 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.49 

0.03 

0.03 

0.42 

0.15 

0.08 

0.02 

0.06 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.06 

0.03 

0.02 

1.85 

0.09 

0.0630491 

0.03607154 

0.00801257 

0.024696031 

0.00947242 

0.0025763 

0.00414673 

0.0045497 

0.00034409 

0.000145698 

0.000122073 

0.006854255 

0.00202076 

0.00056816 

0.16262942 

Table  D3.1-33.  GHG  Errissions,  Engine  Tests,  Proposed  Action,  Forbes 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Pc3wer 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

coe 

CH4 

N20 

/^tual  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC46A 

Defueling 

36 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

96,279.32 

2.66 

2.99 

Nteintenance  Run 

145 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

517,055.^ 

14.31 

16.08 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

17 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

15,155.08 

0.42 

0.47 

17 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

76,857.90 

2.13 

2.39 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

13 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

23,178.36 

0.64 

0.72 

13 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

117,547.37 

3.25 

3.66 

|Total,  tpy 

384 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  ^.1-34.  Forbes  Comparison  of  Emissions 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

vex: 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Aircraft  Ops 

3.63 

54.09 

99.23 

8.48 

0.45 

0.45 

AGE 

0.01 

002 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

017 

2.52 

0.69 

0.11 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

1.94 

26.38 

1.46 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

Total 

5.75 

83.00 

101.39 

aei 

0.53 

0.49 

Proposed  Action 


Aircraft  Ops 

22.27 

83.94 

253.12 

14.22 

0.95 

0.81 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.27 

4.33 

1.17 

0.14 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

1.59 

23.99 

1.11 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

Total 

25.14 

112.28 

255.42 

14.38 

1.04 

0.86 

Net  Increase 

19.40 

29.28 

154.03 

5.77 

0.51 

0.37 

Table  ^.1-35.  Forbes  Comparison  of  hlAP  Emissions 


Aircraft  Ops 


AGE 


Engine  Tests 


TotaJ 


Proposed  Action 

Aircraft  Ops 
AGE 

Engine  Tests 

TotaJ 

Net  Increase 


aldehyde  aldehyde  Acrolein  Naphthalene 


0.20  0.00  0.00  0.00 


0.02  0.01  0.00  0.00 


0.01  0.00  0.00  0.00 


0.01 


aldehyde  I  aldehyde  I  Acrolein  I  Naphthalene 


Annual  HAP  Emissions,  tons/year 
Ethyl-  I 

Toluene  benzene  Xylenes  Styrene 


0.03  0.00  0.01  0 


0.01  0.00  0.00  0 


0.00  0.00  0.00  0 


0.04  0.00  0.01  0 


0.14 

0.43 

0.17 

0.04 

0.07 

0.08 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.17 

0.46 

0.17 

0.05 

0.08 

0.08 

0.16 

0.44 

0.13 

0.05 

0.06 

0.08 

1,3-  Methylene 

Styrene  Chloroform  Chloromethane  DicNoropropene  Chloride 


0.00  0.01  0.01  0.01  0.35 


0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 


0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.01 


0.00  0.01  0.01  0.01  0.35 


Methylene 

Styrene  Chloroform  Chloromethane  Dichloropropene  Chloride 

0.08  0.02  0.01  ~Q^ 

0.00 _ 0^ _ 0^ _ 0^ _ ■ 

ooo^  ^  ooo^  ooil  ^ 

0.02 
0.01 


Vinyl 

Acetate 


0.03 


0.00 


0.00 


0.03 


Table  ^.1-36.  Forbes  Comparison  of  GHG  Emissions 

Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 


Baseline 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

C02e 

Aircraft  Ops 

23347 

0.65 

0.73 

23585 

AGE 

2421 

0.07 

0.08 

2446 

Engine  Tests 

296 

0.01 

0.01 

299 

PCVs 

993 

0.00 

0.00 

993 

Total 

27056 

0.72 

0.81 

27324 

Proposed  Action 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

Aircraft  Ops 

38724 

1.02 

1.15 

39102 

AGE 

3291 

0.09 

0.11 

3326 

Engine  Tests 

384 

0.01 

0.01 

388 

PCVs 

1015 

0.00 

0.00 

1015 

Total 

43413 

1.13 

1.27 

43831 

Net  Increase 

16357 

0.41 

0.46 

16507 

1 
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Table  ^.2-1  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttie  Setting  -  KC-135and  K046A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type/Throttle  Setting 

Fuel  Flow 

(Pounds/hiour) 

Errission  Factors,  lbs/1000  Ibsfuel  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

F-108-CF-100  (2) 

Idle 

1013.76 

2.1045 

30.7 

4 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

2463.12 

0.092 

4.2 

8.2 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Intermediate 

6486.48 

0.0575 

0.09 

16 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Mlitary 

7801.2 

0.046 

0.09 

18.5 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

P8W4062  (3) 

Idle 

1663.2 

12.489 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.1 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

5702.4 

0.1035 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Qirrbout 

16869.6 

0.0805 

0.5 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Take-Off 

21621.6 

0.092 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Enissions,  Pounds/Hour 

APU  Use  -  P&W4062 

0.04|  0.33|  6.72|  0.56|  0.05|  0.04|  1373|  | 

NcAes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  TheKC-135Rhas4enginesandtheKC46Ahas2engines. 

(2)  Data  fromA'r  Enissions  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3). 

(3)  IGAD  Engine  Exhaust  Enissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (ICAO  2013). 


TabieD3.2-2.  hlAP  Errission  Factors  -  KC-135  and  K046A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  Ibfuel)  (1)  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Ben^ne 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

)^enes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

F108-CF-100 

Idle 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E-03 

1.90E-03 

8.97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Apprcach 

1.50E-02 

O.OOE-KXD 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KXD 

3.22E-03 

6.23E-03 

5.53E-04 

1.61  E-03 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

5.58E-03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KXD 

4.25E-04 

1.42E-03 

O.OOE-KXD 

5.42E-04 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-C4 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.11E-03 

1.11E-03 

O.OOE-KXD 

3.36E-04 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-C4 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

P8W4062  (3) 

Idle 

1.78E-KXD 

6.19E-01 

3.55E-01 

7.84E-02 

2.44E-01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E-02 

4.09E-02 

4.48E-02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Apprcach 

1.48E-02 

5.13E-03 

2.&^E-03 

6.50E-04 

2.02E-03 

7.71  E-04 

2.09E-04 

3.39E-04 

3.71  E-04 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

1.15E-02 

3.99E-03 

2.29E-03 

5.05E-04 

1.57E-03 

6.00E-04 

1.63E-04 

2.63E-04 

2.89E-04 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-C4 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

1.31  E-02 

4.56E-03 

2.61  E-03 

5.78E-04 

1.79E-03 

6.85E-04 

1.86E-04 

3.01  E-04 

3.30E-04 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-C4 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  TheKC-135Rhas4enginesandtheKC-46Ahas2engines. 


(2)  DsAafrornAirEnissionsF^ctorGiJdetoArFDrceMobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013),  Table  2-9. 
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Table  D3.2-3.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Times  in  Mode  and  Fuel  Usages  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


LTO 

Touch  &  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

TIM 

Fuel  Usage 

Aircraft/Mode  (Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

Minutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.01 

364 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.04 

1081 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.09 

854 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5523 

0.14 

2299 

KOm(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.04 

1406 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5543 

0.14 

2899 

APUUse,KC46A(3) 

Hours 

Pre-Flight  -  OBIGGS  +  Electric  +  Max  ECS 

1.50 

Pre-Flight  -  Main  Engine  Start  +  Electric 

0.03 

Post-Flight  -  Electric  +  Min  ECS 

0.58 

Total  Hours  per  LTO 

2.12 

Notes:  (1)  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft. 

(2)  TIM  Data  from  Table  2-4,  Transport  Aircraft  (AFCEC  2013). 

(3)  APU  use  from  FTU/MOB1  Draft  EIS. 
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Table  D8.2-4.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  Enissions- 1^135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Arcrsft/Mode 

LTD 

1  Errissions  (Pounds) 

LTOs 

1  Time  in  Mode  (TIM)  | 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NOt 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

IVinutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135(^ 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

4.67 

68.05 

8.87 

Z35 

0.13 

013 

7129.08 

0.20 

0.22 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

Qirrbout  (Interrrediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

i^pproadi 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

2746.08 

0.08 

0.09 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

2.12 

30.91 

4.03 

1.07 

0.06 

0.06 

3238.52 

0.09 

0.10 

Tot^s 

581 

0.935 

5523 

894 

102.69 

43.93 

885 

0.32 

0.32 

17761 Z4 

0X9 

0.55 

KC>46A(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

22.71 

77.48 

6.87 

1.93 

0.20 

0.18 

5848.08 

0.16 

0.18 

Tsk&off(Mlitav) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

1622.48 

0.04 

0.05 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

Approaeih 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

12.03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

3178.75 

0.09 

0.10 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

10.32 

35.20 

012 

0.88 

0.09 

0.08 

2656.60 

0.07 

0.08 

Tot^s 

581 

0.935 

5543 

33^ 

11860 

7888 

888 

0.48 

0X2 

17826.96 

0X9 

0.55 

Arcrsft/Mode 

1  Touch  and  Go  | 

1  Brissions  (Pounds)  | 

Touch  and  Go 

1  Time  in  Mode  (TiM)  | 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NOt 

S02 

PM10 

PM25 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

IVinutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135f^ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.70 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.50 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

Approach 

5.20 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

2746.08 

0.08 

0.09 

Tot^s 

840 

0.14 

2299 

0.16 

372 

31.03 

244 

0.13 

0.13 

739364 

0.20 

023 

KC-464f2J 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

1622.48 

0.04 

0.05 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

1203 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

3178.75 

0.09 

0.10 

Totals 

840 

0.14 

2899 

026 

Z92 

65.89 

307 

0.19 

0.16 

9322^ 

026 

029 

Table  D8.2-5.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  hlAPErrisslons  -  K3-1 35  and  l^-46A  Aircraft 


Arcrsft/Mode 

LTO 

1  Brissions  (Pounds)  | 

LTOs 

Time  in  Mode  (TiM) 

Fuel  Usage 

aldehyde 

Acet- 

aiidehyde 

Aaelein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

Xylenes 

styrene 

Chloroform 

CNoromethane 

1,3- 

Dlchloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Mnyl 

IVinutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135(^ 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

0.21 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.15 

0.01 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.01 

0.00 

o.co 

o.co 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.CV4 

0.00 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

0.10 

0.00 

o.co 

o.co 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.00 

Tot^s 

581 

0.94 

5523 

0.33 

aoo 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.31 

802 

KC>46A(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

3.24 

1.13 

0.65 

0.14 

0.44 

0.17 

0.05 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0.01 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

1.47 

0.51 

0.29 

0.06 

020 

0.08 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.06 

0.00 

Tot^s 

561 

0.94 

5543 

4.75 

1.65 

0.95 

0.21 

0.65 

0.25 

0.07 

0.11 

0.12 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

029 

0.02 

Arcraft/Mode 

I  Touch  and  Go  | 

1  Brissions  (Pounds)  | 

Touch  and  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TiM) 

Fuel  Usage 

aldehyde 

/det¬ 
ail  dehyde 

Aaelein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

Xylenes 

styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Mnyl 

IVinutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135(^ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.70 

0.01 

364 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Qirrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.50 

0.04 

1081 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

0.00 

Approach 

5.20 

0.09 

854 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

o.co 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

Tot^s 

640 

0.14 

2299 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.09 

0.01 

Ki>f6A(2) 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Qirrbout  (interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

o.co 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

Tot^s 

640 

0.14 

2899 

0.04 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0.01 
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Table  D3.2-6.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  McGuire  -  Baseline 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TGO 

Total 

KC-135 

834 

3336 

8340 
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Table  D3.2*’7.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operationsat  McGiire,  Baseline 


Scenario^Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  Settingmme  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes)  | 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

48.5 

5Z5 

55.0 

57.5 

58.5 

60.0 

60.5 

6Z5 

70.5 

75.0 

CR01 IFR  to  RVWD6  on  South  Side 

0.0530 

177 

2.1406 

8.5008 

0.1362 

2.0365 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CFC2  T/SCAN  RVVrtB  VFR  Qrcle 

0.0035 

12 

0.6319 

0.8571 

7.1268 

0.1362 

2.9128 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CROShbrth  Radar  Track 

0.0141 

47 

2.1406 

5.0742 

0.1362 

1.6240 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR04  Radar  Track  on  1 8C3 

0.0059 

20 

2.1406 

8.2663 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR05  Radar  Track  on  1 8C4 

0.0059 

20 

2.1406 

6.8000 

0.0681 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.5567 

CR06  Radar  Track  Ccntinuous  turn  150HDG  to  90  HDG 

0.0919 

307 

2.1406 

7.4803 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5712 

0.7594 

0.4919 

CR07  Radar  Track  ISOHlIXjftT  Crosswind 

0.0141 

47 

2.1406 

7.6444 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CROS  T/SCAN  to  24  then  VFR  Qrde  to  R^ 

0.0071 

24 

0.6319 

1.0058 

7.2052 

1.6424 

0.1362 

2.1650 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR09  Radar  track  to  North 

0.0283 

94 

2.1406 

6.5939 

0.1362 

3.9770 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR1 0  Radar  track  on  36C3 

0.0059 

20 

2.1406 

7.3686 

0.1362 

3.6919 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR1 1  T/sCAN  approach  to  R/W  36  \4=R  Qrde  to  RVW  ^ 

0.0059 

20 

0.6948 

0.8238 

7.2755 

1.9866 

0.1362 

1.2953 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

0/01- North  VFR 

0.2122 

708 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

a/02-V\festVFRon18C2 

0.0353 

118 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

0/03  -  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

0.0382 

127 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.7516 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

0/04  -  North  VFR  Outside  Housi  ng 

0.3775 

1259 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.9721 

1.5196 

0.0681 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.5567 

0/05 -VFR  With  Breakout 

0.0657 

219 

0.7645 

1.1670 

0.6680 

0.1362 

0.6419 

0.7571 

2.9350 

0.3668 

0.4919 

0/06-WfestVFRon36C2 

0.0353 

118 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.8613 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

Total  Ops 

3336 

Table  D3^-8.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Errission  Factors,  Baseline 


Engine  SettingTriine  in  Mode  per  Operation  (IVinutes)  | 

Factor 

48.5 

5Z5 

55.0 

57.5 

58.5 

60.0 

60.5 

6Z5 

70.5 

75.0 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

17295.696 

18905.04 

1991088 

20916.72 

21319.056 

21922.56 

22123.728 

22928.4 

26274.6 

29232.72 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

VOC 

0.0760 

00726 

0.0704 

00683 

00674 

00661 

00657 

0.0640 

0.0568 

0.0503 

CO 

2.2991 

1.8881 

1.6313 

1.3744 

1.2716 

1.1175 

1.0661 

0.8606 

0.0900 

0.0900 

NQk 

11.8075 

12.5875 

13.0750 

13.5625 

13.7575 

14.0500 

14.1475 

14.5375 

16.1563 

17.5625 

SC2 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

pivno 

0.0554 

00544 

00538 

00531 

00529 

00525 

0.0524 

0.0519 

0.0513 

0.0625 

PM2.5 

0.0554 

00544 

00538 

00531 

0.0529 

00525 

0.0524 

0.0519 

0.0513 

0.0625 

CC2 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

00890 

00890 

00890 

00890 

00890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.2-9.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Errissions  PerOperation,  Baseline 

Emissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CR01  IFRto  RVW06  on  South  Side 

0.3671 

7.5825 

73.0690 

5.7050 

0.2898 

02898 

17308.8124 

0.4790 

0.5382 

CR02  TACAN  RVW06  VFR  Qrcle 

0.3427 

6.7066 

69.8701 

5.3864 

0.2727 

0.2727 

16342.0124 

0.4523 

0.5081 

CROShbrth  Radar  Track 

0.2770 

5.5592 

56.0837 

4.3399 

0.2208 

02208 

13167.1627 

0.3644 

0.4094 

CR04  Radar  Track  on  18C3 

0.3636 

7.4901 

72.4847 

5.6552 

0.2872 

02872 

17157.7017 

0.4748 

0.5335 

CR05  Radar  Track  on  18C4 

0.3293 

6.6684 

66.3436 

5.1472 

02618 

02618 

15616.4405 

0.4322 

0.4856 

CR06  Radar  Track  Ccntinuous  turn  150HDG  to  90  HDG 

0.3453 

7.0646 

69.0735 

5.3787 

02732 

02732 

16318.7065 

0.4516 

0.5074 

CR07  Radar  Track  150HDGfor  Crossvwnd 

0.3491 

7.1534 

69.7860 

5.4364 

02761 

02761 

16493.9067 

0.4565 

0.5129 

CR08  TACAN  to  24  then  VFR  Qrde  to  RVW 18 

0.3689 

7.3190 

74.7264 

5.7809 

02927 

02927 

17538.9678 

0.4854 

0.5454 

CR09  F^adar  track  to  North 

0.3694 

7.3426 

74.7566 

5.7858 

02930 

02930 

17553.8740 

0.4858 

0.5458 

CR1 0  FRadar  track  on  36C3 

0.3428 

6.9719 

68.7658 

5.3470 

02715 

02715 

16222.5155 

0.4489 

0.5644 

CR1 1  TACAN  approach  to  FVW  36  VFRQrcle  to  RVW  6 

0.3550 

7.1003 

71.6865 

5.5544 

02815 

0.2815 

16851.8535 

0.4664 

0.5240 

CV01- North  VFR 

0.1240 

2.4040 

25.9387 

1.9732 

01017 

01017 

5986.4890 

0.1657 

0.1861 

CV02-WfestVFRon18C2 

01240 

2.4040 

25.9387 

1.9732 

01017 

01017 

5986.4890 

0.1657 

0.1861 

CV03  -  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

01214 

2.3566 

25.4126 

1.9328 

00997 

00997 

5863.9644 

0.1623 

0.1823 

CV04  -  North  VFR  Cutside  Housing 

01451 

2.8224 

30.2732 

2.3061 

01188 

01188 

6996.6470 

0.1936 

0.2176 

CV05- VFR  With  Breakout 

0.1891 

3.1850 

41.1481 

3.0673 

01550 

01550 

9306.0728 

0.2575 

0.2894 

CV06-WfestVFRon36C2 

01240 

2.4092 

25.9314 

1.9733 

01017 

01017 

5986.9753 

0.1657 

0.1862 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 


0.3160  &2145  65.0183  4.9886  0.2551  0.2551  15135.2626  0.4189  0.4706 
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Table  ^2-10.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Op^aftions  at  McGuire  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PMZ5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135  LTOs 

2.89 

42.82 

18.32 

2.44 

0.14 

0.14 

7406.44 

0.20 

0.23 

KC-135  T&G 

0.32 

6.21 

65.02 

4.99 

0.26 

0.26 

15135.26 

0.42 

0.47 

Total  Existing 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

7.43 

0.39 

0.39 

22541.70 

0.62 

0.70 

Table  ^2-11.  Annual  hlAP  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Op^aftions  at  McGuire  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

ben^ne 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC-135  LTOs 

0.14 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.13 

0.01 

KC-135  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.16 

0.01 

Total  Existing 

0.17 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 
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TaUe  D3.2-12.  JP-8  AGE  Equipment  Emissions,  McGuire,  Baseiine 


FueiUseper  Fuei  Use  per  Unit  Engine 
Unit  (gai/hr)  (gal/yi^  Rating  (hp) 


Totai  RiriTime 


Generator  AM32^Va6 


Stal  C»t  A/M32A^QA 


Stal  Cart  A/M32A-95 


Heater/-flC  Ace  802-993  AC 


MA-3C  Air  CorxJtioner 


Air  Corrpressor  MC-I A 


ToUri  JP-8  AGE.  Tons/year 


Enrission  estimaticn  iTEthocfciogy  based  AFCEC  2013,  assLrring  Scrtie^LTOrrBthod  per  AFCECgudance. 
EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Tabie3-3.  Emission  Factors  from  AFCEC  201 3,  Table  3-4. 


T£y]ie  D3.2-13.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  McGuire,  Baseiine 


Pollutant 

JB8 

1  Gasoline  | 

1  Emission  Factors  | 

^^tual  Annual 

Emissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Emission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Emissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

(IbtlOOO  g^) 

Reciprocating 

(lb/1000  hp-hO 

Arsenio 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

2.13E+01 

7.00E-02 

/Wariein 

6.48E-04 

2.56E+00 

Ben^ne 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-03 

2.5^t01 

Beryilitm 

4.31E-05 

1,3-Butadene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-04 

1.08E+00 

Cactrium 

6.67E-04 

Chrorrium 

1.53E-03 

FonTBldehyde 

3.89e-02 

8.30E-03 

3.28E+01 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

Manganese 

i.ioe-oi 

Meroury 

1.67E-04 

Maphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

2.35E+00 

Mckel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-03 

4.74E+00 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

I.ISEKDI 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

7.90E+00 

ToUri 

9.68E-03 

Table  D3.2-14.  JP-8  AGE  EquiprrentGHG  Emissions,  McGuire,  Baseiine 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  Rlti  Tirre 

(hr/yi^ 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Uryt 
(gal/yr) 

Engine 
Rating  (hp) 

- 

KC-135A(:£ 

Sorties: 

834 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32/Va6 

10 

8340.00 

6.47 

69679.35 

148 

Stal  C»t  Alyi32A6QA 

1 

834.00 

10.16 

8474.52 

180 

Start  C»t  A/M32A-95 

0.1 

8340 

8.75 

729.75 

155 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

8340.00 

6.80 

128059.35 

272 

MA-3C  Air  Condtioner 

2 

1668.00 

7.12 

11299.35 

120 

HI 

5 

4170.00 

0.39 

1530.12 

6.5 

1H1 

4 

3336.00 

0.39 

1224.10 

6.5 

UghtC»tNF-2 

2 

1668.00 

1.02 

1694.90 

18 

Air  Corrpressor  IVC-1 A 

0.33 

27322 

1.09 

285.87 

18.4 

Total  JP-8  AGE  Metric  Tons/year 

Emission  estimation  rrethocfciogy  based  AFCEC  2013,  asstnlng  Sortie^LTO  tTBthod  per  AFCEC  gudance. 
EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Tabie3-3  Emission  Fatrtofs  from  AFCEC  201 3,  Table  3-4. 


Emission  Factors,  Ibs/hr 

Annual  Errissions  (Ibs/yr) 

NOk 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM2.5 

S02 

NCbc 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

S02 

6.10E-KXD 

4.57E01 

2.94E-01 

9.10eO2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60EO2 

1.12E+02 

8.40e+00 

5.41  E+00 

1.67E+00 

1.82E-KXD 

5.48E+00 

2.70e-01 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-O1 

7.18E02 

3.35E+00 

1.01  E+01 

4.96E-01 

3.88E-01 

1.47E-KXD 

5.86&00 

7.ooe-oi 

1.10E-01 

1.07E-O1 

6.19E02 

Z70E-01 

1.08E+00 

1.29E-01 

2.02E-02 

Z94E-rOO 

1.50E-01 

2.04E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

5.40e+O1 

2.76E+00 

3.75E+00 

3.64E+00 

4.17E-K30 

3.17E-01 

5.30e-02 

1.09E-01 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

1.53E+01 

1.17E+00 

1.95E-01 

4.01  E-01 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

3.00E-03 

1.45E+00 

1.66E+00 

9.19E-01 

i.ooe+oo 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

300E-03 

1.16E+00 

1.33E+00 

7.35E-01 

8.02E-01 

i.ioe-oi 

8.00E-02 

i.ooe-02 

1.00E-02 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

4.05E-01 

2.94E-01 

3.68E-02 

3.68E-02 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67E-01 

7.10&02 

6.80E-02 

8.00E03 

2.54E-01 

1.62E-01 

1.62E-01 

4.31  &02 

9.42B4)2 

1.35B4)2 

392B03 

4.00B4J3 

3.92B03 

1.07E4J3 

Emission  Factors,  Ibs/gal 

Annual  Errissions  (Ibs/yr) 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80e-04 

1.47Et06 

4.12E-K)1 

4.74E+01 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80e-04 

1.79e+05 

5.01E-KXD 

5.76E+00 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80e-04 

1.54e+04 

4.31E-01 

4.96E-01 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80e-04 

2.70e+O6 

7.57E-K)1 

8.71E+01 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80E-04 

2.38&05 

6.68E-KXD 

7.68E+00 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80e-04 

3.^Et04 

9.81E-01 

1.04e+00 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-04 

2.58E+04 

7.23E-01 

8.32E-01 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  &04 

6.80E-04 

3.58E+04 

1.00E-KXD 

1.15E+00 

2.11E-K)1 

5.91  E-04 

6.80e-04 

6.03E+03 

1.69E-01 

1.94E-01 

Z13EHJ3 

3S8E-02 

6.88B4)2 

1 


Table  D3.2-1S  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neirberof 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuei/tr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  IbfLiel)  | 

I  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SOU 

PIWO 

PM2.5 

KC-135 

Defueling 

21 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

22.40 

326.79 

42.58 

11.28 

1.30 

1.30 

Nteintenance  Run 

83 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

236.10 

3,444.22 

448.76 

118.92 

13.67 

13.67 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

7.11 

103.74 

13.52 

3.58 

0.41 

0.41 

10 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.60 

1.17 

240.54 

13.78 

1.43 

1.43 

TRTFijn  4  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

9.96 

145.24 

18.92 

5.01 

0.58 

0.58 

7 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.84 

1.64 

336.75 

19.29 

2.00 

2.00 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  D3.2-16.  hlAP  Enissions,  En^ne  Tests,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuei/tr) 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  lb  feiel)  (1)  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

E^- 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

KC-135 

Defueling 

21 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

9.51  E4)2 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

290&03 

1.90E03 

8.97E-03 

6.&4E04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31&03 

9.13E-04 

9.68ET)4 

6.75&02 

4.85&03 

IVbintenance  Run 

83 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

0.00E-KX) 

290E-03 

1.90E03 

8.97E-03 

6.84EK)4 

1.65E-03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E03 

1.90E03 

8.97E4)3 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E-03 

2.31E03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

10 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

7.01  &03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.11E03 

1.11E03 

O.OOE-KX) 

3.36ET)4 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.18&03 

3.37E-04 

4.84&04 

1.96E03 

242&03 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

9.51  E4)2 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90&03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E-03 

2.31&03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

7 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

7.01  E4)3 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOEKX) 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.11E03 

1.11E03 

O.OOE-KX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.18E03 

3.37EK)4 

4.84E04 

1.96E03 

242E03 

1  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Tdu™ 

Ethyl- 

Xy,e™» 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Total  HAPs, 

TPY 

1.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

0.10 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.72 

0.05 

10.67 

0.00 

0.00 

0.33 

0.21 

1.01 

0.08 

0.19 

0.17 

0.26 

0.10 

0.11 

7.57 

0.54 

0.32 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.23 

0.02 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.03 

0.45 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.32 

0.02 

0.13 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

0.00633576 

0 

0 

0.000189869 

0.00014172 

0.0006046 

4.4783B05 

0.00011^ 

9.6899B05 

0.000169651 

a50339E-05 

7.09285E-05 

0.00444994 

0.0003553 

a01263775 

Table  D3.2-17.  GHG  Errissions,  Engine  Tests,  McGtire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

coe 

CH4 

N20 

Actual  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135 

Defueling 

21 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

34,232.65 

0.95 

1.06 

Nteintenance  Run 

83 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

360,801.24 

9.98 

11.22 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

10,867.51 

0.30 

0.34 

10 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

41,814.43 

1.16 

1.30 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

15,214.51 

0.42 

0.47 

7 

80%RPM 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

58,540.20 

1.62 

1.82 

|Total,  tpy 

237 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  D3.2-18.  Anriual  Wbrker  Population  and  VMT  at  McGuire  -  KC-46A  Prpiect  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #of 

Wbrkers 

Annual  On- 

Base  VMT 

Annual  Off- 

Base  VMT 

Existing 

1051 

273260 

4560709.4 

Proposed  Action 

1306 

339560 

5667256.4 

^Q>Baserrileage  based  on  1.00  rriles  from  2009  AEI;  assurre  260  days/year 
Off-Base  rrileage  based  on  distance  to  dcAMTtcwn  Burlington,  16.69miles;  assurre260days/year 


Table  D3.2-19.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Vbhide  Emission  Factors  -  McGuire 


ScenarioA/ehide  Class 

Emission  Factors  (Grarrs/MIe) 

PCVMx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

CCQ 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

1_DG^ 

37.55 

0.587 

9.65 

0.442 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368.1 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.132 

0.808 

0.2 

0.003 

0.053 

0.037 

314 

1_DGT 

60.32 

0.826 

11.45 

0.694 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.1 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.393 

0.708 

0.46 

0.006 

0.06 

0.044 

599.2 

HDGY 

0 

1.081 

28 

1.201 

0.017 

0.049 

0.032 

905.3 

HDDV 

0 

0.684 

2315 

2359 

0.012 

0.129 

0.1 

1245.6 

MC 

1.9 

29 

27.28 

0.85 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Proposed  Action  (Year  201 8)  (1 ) 

1_DG^ 

37.55 

0.446 

8.78 

0.316 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.087 

0.692 

0.088 

0.003 

0.038 

0.023 

314.1 

1_DGT 

60.32 

0.664 

10 

0.521 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.6 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.305 

0.6 

0.317 

0.006 

0.047 

0.032 

5926 

HDGY 

0 

0.784 

26.32 

0.677 

0.017 

0.04 

0.C25 

904 

HDDV 

0 

0.583 

1.428 

1.919 

0.012 

0.078 

0.053 

1245.9 

MC 

1.9 

29 

27.28 

0.85 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Notes:  (1)  Errission  factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  5-13,  for  2017  used  to  provide  a  conset\^ve  estimate  of  errissions  for  2018 


Table  D3.2-20.  Annual  Average  On-Base  VeNdeErrissions 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

PCV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

(X) 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

1_DGY 

37.55 

132.79 

2182.98 

99.99 

1.58 

5.66 

2.49 

83269.96 

LBCfT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.15 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

56.75 

LJDGr 

60.32 

300.16 

4160.82 

25219 

3.63 

9.08 

4.00 

187545.99 

LBCfT 

0.2 

0.47 

0.85 

0.55 

0.01 

0.07 

0.05 

721.96 

HDGY 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

3319 

312.26 

9.7^ 

0.03 

0.42 

0.24 

2030.58 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

0.23 

3.33 

0.18 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

136.81 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1 ) 

IBGV 

37.55 

125.37 

2468.07 

88.83 

1.97 

7.03 

3.09 

103445.31 

LBCfT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.16 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

70.54 

LBGT 

60.32 

299.84 

4515.59 

235.26 

4.52 

11.29 

4.97 

233275.32 

LBCfT 

0.2 

0.46 

0.90 

0.47 

0.01 

0.07 

0.05 

896.23 

HDGY 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDCM 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

41.25 

388.02 

12.09 

0.04 

0.53 

0.30 

2523.25 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tonsfyeai 

0.23 

3.69 

0.17 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

170.11 

Table  D3.2-21.  Annual  Average  Off-Base  VeNde  Errissions 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

PCV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

LBGV 

37.55 

311659 

43229.91 

2620.22 

37.76 

94.39 

41.53 

1948555.27 

LBCfT 

0.03 

1.19 

2.14 

1.39 

0.02 

0.18 

0.13 

1807.43 

LBGT 

60.32 

6556.26 

169819.79 

7284.06 

103.10 

297.18 

194.08 

5490637.63 

LBCfT 

0.2 

1375 

46.55 

67.55 

0.24 

259 

2.01 

25048.26 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDCV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

85.20 

1677.32 

60.37 

1.34 

4.78 

2.10 

7030243 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

489 

107.39 

5.02 

0.07 

0.20 

0.12 

3768.18 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

LBGV 

37.55 

3115.21 

46915.82 

2444.31 

46.92 

117.29 

51.61 

2423671.37 

LBCfT 

0.03 

1.14 

2.25 

1.19 

0.02 

0.18 

0.12 

2243.71 

LBGT 

60.32 

5908.63 

198361.15 

5102.22 

1^.12 

301.46 

188.41 

6813011.99 

LBCfT 

0.2 

14.57 

35.68 

47.95 

0.30 

1.95 

1.32 

3113311 

HCGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tons/yeai 

452 

122.66 

380 

0.09 

0.21 

0.12 

463503 
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Table  D3.2-22.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  McGuire  -  Proposed  Action 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TGO 

Total 

KC46A 

1508 

7296 

17608 
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Table  D3.2-23.  ra>4€AAircraft  Oosed  Pattern  Operations  at  McGuire  -  KC-4GA  FVoposed  Scenarios 


Scenario^Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  SettingTrime  in  Mode  per  Operation  (IVinutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Totsri  Ops 
per  Pattern 

48.5 

52.5 

55.0 

57.5 

60.0 

60.5 

62.5 

70.5 

75.0 

CR01  IFRtoRW/06  on  South  Side 

0.0559 

408 

2.1406 

8.5008 

0.1362 

2.0365 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR02  TACAN  RWrOe  VFR  QrcJe 

0.0037 

27 

0.8571 

7.1268 

0.1362 

2.9128 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CROShJDrth  Radar  Track 

0.0150 

110 

2.1406 

5.0742 

0.1362 

1.6240 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CRM  Rada- Track  on  18C3 

0.0063 

46 

2.1406 

8.2663 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR05  Rada  Track  on  18C4 

0.0063 

46 

2.1406 

6.8000 

0.0681 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.5567 

CR06  Rada  Track  CcrrtiiTuoustLrn  150HDGto90HDG 

0.0792 

578 

2.1406 

7.4803 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5712 

0.75M 

CR07  Rada  Track  ISOHlIXakT  OossMind 

0.0150 

110 

2.1406 

7.6444 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

CR08  TACAN  to  R^y  24  then  VFR  Qide  to  RW7 18 

0.0075 

55 

0.6319 

1.0058 

7.2052 

1.6424 

0.1362 

2.1650 

1.5710 

0.7596 

CR09  Rada  track  to  North 

0.0300 

219 

2.1406 

6.5939 

0.1362 

3.9770 

1.5710 

0.7596 

CR1 0  Rada  track  on  36C3 

0.0063 

46 

2.1406 

7.3686 

0.1362 

3.6919 

CR1 1  TACAN  approach  to  RW7  36  VFR  Qrde  to  R\AY  6 

0.0063 

46 

06M8 

0.8238 

7.2755 

1.9866 

0.1362 

1.2953 

1.5710 

CMDI- North  VFR 

0.2135 

1557 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.1362 

0.7571 

CM)2-\/^VFRon18C2 

0.M25 

310 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.1362 

0.7571 

CVD3-  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

0.0502 

366 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.7516 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.4919 

CVM  -  North  VFR  Cutside  Housing 

0.3860 

2816 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.9721 

1.5196 

0.0681 

0.7571 

0.5567 

CMB-VFRVyth&Bakout 

0.0090 

66 

0.7645 

1.1670 

0.6680 

0.1362 

0.6419 

0.7571 

2.9350 

0.4919 

CMD6-\AtestVFRon36C2 

0.0675 

493 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.8613 

0.1362 

0.7571 

Total  Ops 

7296 

Table  D3.2-24.  ra>4€A  Aircraft  Oosed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Emission  Factors 


Engine  SettingTrime  in  Mode  per  Operation  (IVinutes)  | 

Factor 

48.5 

52.5 

55.0 

57.5 

58.5 

60.0 

60.5 

62.5 

70.5 

75.0 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

19668.32 

21455.2 

22572 

23688.8 

24135.52 

24805.6 

248M.944 

25922.4 

2M96.16 

31506.4 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

WC 

0.0950 

0.0932 

0.0920 

0.0909 

0.09M 

0.0897 

0.0896 

0.0886 

0.0849 

0.0828 

CO 

1.4009 

1.2865 

1.2150 

1.1435 

1.1149 

1.0720 

1.0663 

1.0005 

0.7717 

0.6430 

NOc 

17.2797 

18.3845 

19.0750 

19.7655 

20.M17 

20.4560 

20.5112 

21.1465 

23.3561 

24.5990 

S02 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0574 

0.0680 

PM2.5 

0.M74 

0.M90 

0.0510 

0.0514 

0.0520 

0.0521 

0.0530 

0.0562 

0.0580 

C02 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.2-25.  l^>46A>^rcraft  Oosed  Pattern  Operations  -  &Tissions  Per  Operation 

Errissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NOk 

SQ2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CR01  IFRtoRW706  on  South  Side 

0.5528 

6.9815 

119.8938 

6.4448 

0.3705 

0.3097 

19553.2901 

0.5411 

0.6080 

CR02  TACAN  R/W06  VFR  Q  rcJe 

0.5193 

6.0816 

0.3516 

mmtm 

0.5106 

0.5737 

CROSNcrth  Rada  Track 

0.4189 

4.8976 

0.2826 

0.4112 

0.4620 

CRM  Rada  Track  on  18C3 

0.5478 

6.3883 

0.3673 

■Bt*air«n 

0.53M 

0.6027 

CR05  Rada  Track  on  18C4 

0.4974 

5.8105 

0.3349 

0.4879 

0.5482 

CR06  Rada  Track  CcrrtinuoustLrn  150HDGto90HDG 

0.5206 

6.5524 

113.2829 

6.0748 

0.3496 

0.5101 

0.5731 

CR07  Rada  Track  150HDG  for  Crosswind 

0.5263 

6.6274 

114.4612 

6.1402 

0.3533 

0.5155 

0.5793 

CR08  TACAN  to  24  then  VFR  Qide  to  RW7 18 

0.5582 

6.9576 

122.5660 

6.5288 

0.3769 

■ligl'llEBll 

0.5482 

0.6159 

CR09  Rada  track  to  North 

0.5588 

0.5487 

0.6165 

CR1 0  Rada  track  on  36C3 

0.5170 

6.4998 

112.5958 

6.0336 

0.3473 

0.5066 

0.5692 

CR1 1  TACAN  approach  to  FVW  36  VFR  Qrde  to  RVV7  6 

0.5366 

6.7M9 

117.5614 

6.2726 

0.3618 

■Ki’t'ifeVia 

0.5267 

0.5918 

CM)1- North  VFR 

0.1889 

2.3143 

42.1492 

2.2192 

0.1288 

0.1863 

0.2094 

CM32-V^VFRon18C2 

0.1889 

2.3143 

42.1492 

2.2192 

0.1288 

0.1863 

CVD3-  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

0.1850 

2.2666 

41.2817 

2.1735 

0.1057 

6594.1730 

0.1825 

0.2050 

CVM  -  North  VFR  Outside  Housing 

0.2210 

2.7109 

49.2300 

2.5945 

0.1505 

0.1261 

7871.7252 

0.2178 

0.2448 

CMD5-VFRVythBiBakout 

0.2917 

3.4477 

67.1451 

3.4557 

0.2028 

0.1702 

10484.5776 

0.2902 

0.3260 

CM)6-\/\testVFRon36C2 

0.1890 

2.3161 

42.1379 

2.21M 

0.1288 

0.1079 

6733.4865 

0.1863 

0.2094 

Emissions,  dosed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 

1.0238 

12.6852 

226.0694 

11.9930 

0.6937 

0.5806 

36386.3482 

1.0070 

1.1314 
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Table  ^2-26.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-46A  Aircraft  Op^ations  at  McGuire  -  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PMZ5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC46ALTOS 

25.10 

87.16 

57.22 

4.43 

0.36 

0.32 

13441.53 

0.37 

0.42 

KC46AT&G 

1.02 

12.69 

226.07 

11.99 

0.69 

0.58 

36386.35 

1.01 

1.13 

APU 

0.06 

0.53 

10.74 

0.90 

0.08 

0.06 

2194.71 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Action 

26.19 

100.37 

29403 

17.32 

1.13 

0.96 

52022.59 

1.38 

1.55 

Table  ^2-27.  Annual  hlAP  Emissions  for  KC-46A  Aircraft  Op^ations  at  McGuire  -  Proposed  Action 


Arcraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

ben^ne 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC46ALTOS 

3.58 

1.24 

0.71 

0.16 

0.49 

0.19 

0.05 

0.08 

0.09 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.22 

0.02 

KC46A  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.14 

0.05 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.42 

0.03 

Total  Proposed  Action 

3.72 

1.29 

0.74 

0.16 

0.51 

0.19 

0.05 

0.09 

0.09 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.65 

0.05 
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Table  D3.2-28.  JP-8  /^3E  Equipment  Errissions,  Proposed  Action,  McGuire 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  Time 

(hrfyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

K046AAGE 

Sorties: 

1508 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

15080.00 

6.47 

1^990.97 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.&4E-01 

9.10E-O2 

a90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

2.03E-H]e 

1.52E-f01 

9.77E-H30 

303E-KX) 

2.96E-H30 

1.53Et00 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A^OA 

1 

isoaoo 

10.16 

15323.23 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.1  IE-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

6.05E-H30 

I.^EtOI 

8.98E-01 

7.01E-O1 

6.a2E-01 

2.39E-01 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

150.80 

8.75 

1319.50 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07EO1 

6.19E-02 

4.89E-01 

1.95Et00 

2.33&01 

3.66E-02 

356E-02 

2.06E-O2 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

15080.00 

6.80 

231550.97 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.O4E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

9.77E-H31 

4.99Et00 

6.78E-H30 

6.58Et00 

6.38E-H30 

1.60EtO0 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

3016.00 

7.12 

20430.97 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

2.77E-H31 

ZIIEtOO 

a52E-01 

7.25E-01 

6.98E-01 

3.32E-01 

HI 

5 

7540.00 

0.39 

2766.69 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

2.63E-H30 

3.01  EtOO 

1.66E-H30 

1.81  EtOO 

1.81E-H30 

4.99E-02 

1H1 

4 

603200 

0.39 

2213.35 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-01 

1.09EO1 

3.00E-03 

2.10E-H30 

2.41  EtOO 

1.33E-H30 

1.45Et00 

1.45E-H30 

3.99E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

3016.00 

1.02 

3064.65 

18 

1.10B01 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

7.31  E-01 

5.32E-01 

6.65E-02 

6.65E-02 

6.65E-02 

4.78E-02 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

497.64 

1.09 

516.90 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

4.60E-O1 

2.93E-01 

293E-01 

7.79E-02 

7.46E-02 

8.78E-03 

Tot^  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

7141996.576 

1.70E01 

2.43E-02 

1.07&02 

7.24E-03 

7.08B03 

1.93E-03 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assumng  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
EqiiprT«nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Enission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  S4. 


Table  D3.2-29.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Proposed  Action,  McGuire 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Errission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  hptv) 

Errissioirs 

(Ibs/yr) 

Emission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Arsenc 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

3.86E-H31 

7.00E-02 

Acrolein 

6.48E-04 

4.63E-HD0 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

4.64E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-04 

1.96E-H30 

Cadnium 

6.67E-04 

Chronium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

5.93E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

4.24E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

8.57E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

2.07E-H31 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

1.43E-H31 

Tot^ 

1.75E02 

Table D3.2-30.  JP-SAGEEqLipmentGHGEirissions,  ProposedAction,  McGuire 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Toted  RjnTime 

(hi/yiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

K046AAG£ 

Sorties: 

1508 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32A-86 

10 

15080.00 

6.47 

125990.97 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-04 

266E-r06 

7.45E401 

aSTE-fOl 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A60A 

1 

150600 

10.16 

15:^.23 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-O4 

a23Et05 

9.06E-H30 

1.04E-f01 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

150.80 

8.75 

1319.50 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-O4 

278Et04 

7.80E-01 

8.97E-01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

15080.00 

6.80 

231550.97 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-O4 

4.89Et06 

1.37E-H32 

1.57E-f02 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

3016.00 

7.12 

20430.97 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

4.31E-K)5 

1.21E-K)1 

1.39E-f01 

HI 

5 

7540.00 

0.39 

2766.69 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

5.84Et04 

1.64E-H30 

1.88EtOO 

1H1 

4 

603200 

0.39 

2213.35 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

4.67Et04 

1.31E-H30 

1.51  EtOO 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

3016.00 

1.02 

3064.65 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-O4 

6.47Et04 

1.81E-H30 

208E-KX) 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

497.64 

1.09 

516.90 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

1.09E-K)4 

a05E-01 

3.51E-01 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEU* 

a86EK)3 

1.08B01 

1.24E-01 

Enission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gijdance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Enission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  D3.2-31.  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  ^'oposed /^tion,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
En^ne  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  | 

1  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

PMtO 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

son 

PMtO 

PM2.5 

KC46A 

Defueling 

44 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

456.98 

1,559.12 

138.31 

38.79 

4.02 

3.66 

Nteintenance  Run 

175 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

2,423.37 

8,268.04 

733.47 

205.68 

21.34 

19.40 

TRTFijnl  Engine 

20 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

69.24 

236.23 

20.96 

5.88 

0.61 

0.55 

20 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

2.26 

14.06 

730.45 

29.80 

1.97 

1.69 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

15 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

103.86 

354.34 

31.43 

8.81 

0.91 

0.83 

15 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

3.40 

21.09 

1,095.68 

44.70 

295 

2.53 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.17 

0.02 

0.01 

Table  D3.2-32.  HAP  Enissions,  En^ne  Tests,  n^oposed  Action,  McGtire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fUel/tT) 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  tbfeiel)  (1)  I 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Ethyl- 

Chloroform 

Chtoromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\4nyl 

KC46A 

Defueling 

44 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

Ivbintenance  Run 

175 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68E-04 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

20 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55&01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

20 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

1.15E^l2 

3.99603 

2.29603 

5.05604 

1.57603 

6.00604 

1.63604 

2.63604 

2.89604 

1.76603 

7.94604 

5.09604 

5.06602 

2.54603 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

15 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55601 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

15 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

1.15&02 

3.99603 

2.29603 

5.05604 

1.57603 

6.00604 

1.63604 

2.63604 

2.89604 

1.76603 

7.94604 

5.09604 

5.06602 

2.54603 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

>^fienes 

Slyn™ 

Chloroform 

Oil  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\4nyl 

Tot^  HAPs, 

TPY 

2264 

12.98 

2.87 

8.91 

3.40 

0.92 

1.50 

1.64 

0.12 

0.03 

0.04 

2.47 

0.18 

0.18 

120.09 

68.85 

15.21 

47.27 

18.05 

4.90 

7.93 

8.70 

0.64 

0.18 

0.19 

13.10 

0.94 

0.94 

3.43 

1.97 

0.43 

1.35 

0.52 

0.14 

0.23 

0.25 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.37 

0.03 

0.03 

0.32 

0.11 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

0.01 

^.42 

0.07 

5.15 

2.95 

0.65 

2.03 

0.77 

0.21 

0.34 

0.37 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.56 

0.04 

0.04 

0.48 

0.17 

0.10 

0.02 

0.07 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.07 

0.03 

0.02 

2.13 

0.11 

0.07605772 

0.04351743 

0.00966467 

0.029796732 

0.01142702 

0.00310768 

0.00500308 

a00548917 

0.00041479 

0.000173465 

0.000146238 

0.00826944 

0.00237123 

0.00068216 

0.19612083 

Table  D3.2-33.  GHG  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  Proposed  Action,  McGtire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neirberof 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

Actual  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC46A 

Defueling 

44 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

117,674.73 

3.26 

3.66 

IVbintenance  Run 

175 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

624,03264 

17.27 

19.40 

IKI  Run  2  Engine 

20 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

17,829.50 

0.49 

0.55 

20 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

90,421.06 

2.50 

2.81 

TT?rFijn  4  Engine 

15 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

26,744.26 

0.74 

0.83 

15 

80%RRVl 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

135,631.58 

3.75 

4.22 

|Total,  tpy 

459 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  D3.2-34.  McGuire  Corrparison  of  Emissions 

Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year 


Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Aircraft  Ops 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

7.43 

0.39 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.07 

0.21 

0.12 

Total 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

7.59 

0.61 

0.53 

Roposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

ArcraftOps 

26.19 

100.37 

294.03 

17.32 

1.13 

0.96 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.17 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.17 

0.02 

0.01 

PCVs 

4.75 

126.34 

3.97 

0.09 

0.22 

0.12 

Total 

32.48 

231.97 

299.54 

17.58 

1.38 

1.11 

Net  Increase 

2101 

70.19 

210.36 

9.99 

0.77 

0.58 

Table  D3.2-35.  McGuire  Corrparison  of  HAP  Errissions 


Annual  hlAP  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Bhyl- 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

ArcraftOps 

0.17 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 

AGE 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total 

0.20 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 

Proposed  Action 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

A%t- 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

CNoroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

ArcicftOps 

3.72 

1.29 

0.74 

0.16 

0.51 

0.19 

0.05 

0.09 

0.09 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.65 

0.05 

AGE 

0.03 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.08 

0.04 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

Total 

3.83 

1.35 

0.75 

0.20 

0.54 

0.20 

0.06 

0.09 

0.09 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.65 

0.05 

Net  Increase 

3.63 

1.34 

0.75 

0.19 

0.52 

0.17 

0.06 

0.08 

0.09 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.36 

0.03 

Table  D3.2-36.  McGuire  Corrparison  of  GHG  Errissions 

Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 


Baseline 

caz. 

CH4 

N20 

C02b 

ArcicftOps 

20450 

0.57 

0.64 

20659 

AGE 

2134 

0.06 

0.07 

2157 

Engine  Tests 

2S7 

0.01 

0.01 

239 

PCVs 

3543 

0.00 

0.00 

3543 

Total 

26363 

0.63 

0.71 

26597 

Proposed  Action 

CCE 

CH4 

N20 

ArcicftOps 

47195 

1.25 

1.41 

47657 

AGE 

3859 

0.11 

0.12 

3900 

Engine  Tests 

469 

0.01 

0.01 

464 

PCVs 

4359 

0.00 

0.00 

4359 

Total 

55872 

1.37 

1.54 

56379 

Net  Increase 

29509 

0.74 

0.83 

29782 
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Table  D3.3-1  Engine  Errission  Factors  by  Throttle  Setting  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Fuel  Rcw 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

Engine  Type/Throttle  Setting 

(Pounds/hlour) 

VOC 

CO 

NCbc 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

F-108-CF-100  (2) 

Idle 

1013.76 

30.7 

4 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

2463.12 

0.092 

4.2 

8.2 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Intermediate 

6486.48 

0.0575 

0.09 

16 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Mlitary 

7801.2 

0.046 

0.09 

18.5 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

P8W4062(3) 

Idle 

1663.2 

12.489 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.1 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

5702.4 

0.1035 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Oirrbout 

16869.6 

0.0805 

0.5 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Take-Off 

21621.6 

0.092 

0.61 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

1.00E-01 

Emissions,  Pounds/hkxr 

APU  Use  -  P&W4062 

0.04 

0.33 

6.72 

0.56 

0.05 

0.04 

1373 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  The  KC-135R  has  4  engines  and  the  KC46A  has  2  engines. 

(2)  Data  from  Ar  Brissions  Factor  Gude  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3). 

(3)  ICAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (IGAD2013). 


Table  D3.3-Z  hlAP  Errission  Factors  -  KC-135  and  K046A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type 

Emission  Factor  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  (1)  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

F108-CF-100 

Idle 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KX) 

2.90E-03 

1.90E-03 

8.97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Approach 

1.50E-02 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

3.22E-03 

6.23E-03 

5.53E-04 

1.61  E-03 

O.OOE+OO 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

5.58E-03 

O.OOE+00 

0.00E4O0 

O.OOE+OO 

4.25E-04 

1.42E-03 

O.OOE+OO 

5.42E-04 

O.OOE+OO 

1.76E-03 

7.04E-04 

5.09E-04 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KO 

O.OOE+00 

1.11E-03 

1.11E-03 

O.OOE+OO 

3.36E-04 

O.OOE+OO 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

P<&UV'4C62  (3) 

Idle 

1.78E+00 

6.19E-01 

3.55E-01 

7.84E-02 

2.44E-01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E-02 

4.09E-02 

4.48E-02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Approach 

1.48E-02 

5.13E-03 

2.94E-03 

6.50E-04 

2.02E-03 

7.71  E-04 

2.09E-04 

3.39E-04 

3.71  E-04 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

1.15E-02 

3.99E-03 

2.29E-03 

5.05E-04 

1.57E-03 

6.00E-04 

1.63E-04 

2.63E-04 

2.89E-04 

1.76E-03 

7.04E-04 

5.09E-04 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitay 

1.31  E-02 

4.56E-03 

2.61  E-03 

5.78E-04 

1.79E-03 

6.85E-04 

1.86E-04 

3.01  E-04 

3.30E-O4 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  The  KC-135R  has  4  engines  and  the  KC4€A  has  2  engines. 


(2)  Data  from  Ar  Brissions  Factor  Gude  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3),  Table  2-9. 
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Table  D3.3-3.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Times  in  Mode  and  Fuel  Usages  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


LTO 

Touch  &  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

TIM 

Fuel  Usage 

Aircraft/Mode  (Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

Minutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.01 

364 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.04 

1081 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.09 

854 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5523 

0.14 

2299 

KOm(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.04 

1406 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5543 

0.14 

2899 

APUUse,KC46A(3) 

Hours 

Pre-Flight  -  OBIGGS  +  Electric  +  Max  ECS 

1.50 

Pre-Flight  -  Main  Engine  Start  +  Electric 

0.03 

Post-Flight  -  Electric  +  Min  ECS 

0.58 

Total  Hours  per  LTO 

2.12 

Notes:  (1)  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft. 

(2)  TIM  Data  from  Table  2-4,  Transport  Aircraft  (AFCEC  2013). 

(3)  APU  use  from  FTU/MOB1  Draft  EIS. 
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Table  ra.3-4.  Land  and  Take-ofF/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  Errissions-KC-135andKC*46AMrcraft 


Aircraft/Mode 

LTO 

1  Emissions  (Pounds) 

LTOs 

I  Time  in  Mode  (TIM)  | 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NCte 

502 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

Mnutes 

htours 

Pounds 

Kai35(^ 

TsMOut(lde) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

4.67 

68.05 

8.87 

Z35 

0.13 

0.13 

7129.08 

0.20 

0.22 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

ADproach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

2746.08 

0.08 

0.09 

TaM  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

2.12 

30.91 

4.03 

1.07 

0.06 

0.06 

3238.52 

0.09 

0.10 

Totals 

5ai 

0.935 

5523 

6.94 

10Z69 

43.93 

585 

0.32 

0.32 

17761.24 

0.49 

0.55 

Ka4m(2) 

TaM  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

2Z71 

77.48 

6.87 

1.93 

0.20 

0.18 

5848.08 

0.16 

0.18 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

162Z48 

0.04 

0.05 

Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

12.03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

3178.75 

0.09 

0.10 

TaM  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

10.32 

35.20 

3.12 

0.88 

0.09 

0.08 

2656.60 

0.07 

0.08 

Totals 

56.1 

0.935 

5543 

33.29 

115.60 

7588 

588 

548 

042 

1782596 

0.49 

0.55 

AircrafVMode 

I  Touch  aind  Go  | 

1  Emissions  (Pounds)  j 

Touch  aind  Go 

I  Time  in  Mode  (TIM)  | 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NCte 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

Mnutes 

IHours 

Pounds 

Kai35(^ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.70 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 

Z50 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

Approach 

5.20 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

2746.08 

0.08 

0.09 

Totals 

540 

0.14 

2299 

0.16 

572 

31.03 

Z44 

0.13 

0.13 

739564 

0.20 

0.23 

K{>m(2) 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

162Z48 

0.04 

0.05 

Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

Aproach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

12.03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

3178.75 

0.09 

0.10 

TotaUs 

540 

0.14 

2899 

0.26 

Z92 

6589 

507 

0.19 

0.16 

932Z28 

0.26 

529 

Table  ra.3-5.  Land  and  Take-ofF/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  l-IAPEnissions-KC*135andl^-4^AircraFt 


Aircraft/Mode 


Emissions  (Pounds) 


Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 


Fom>  Acet- 

aidehyde  aldehyde  I  Acrolein  I  Naphth^ene 


Ethyl- 


Chloromethane 


Diehl  oropropene 


Methylene  I  Vinyl 
Chloride 


[Take-off  (Mlitary) 


Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 


Take-off  (Mlitary) 


Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 


Aircraft/Mode 


Touch  and  Go 


Emissions  (Pounds) 


Touch  and  Go 


Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 


aldehyde 


AceA- 

aldehyde 


Ethyl- 


Chloromethane 


1,3- 

Dichl  oropropene 


Methylene  j  Vinyl 
Chloride 


Td«H3ff  (Mlitary) 


Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 


Take-off  (Mlitary) 


Qiirbout  (Irtenredate) 


0.14 


Table  D3.3-6.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  Pease  -  Baseline 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC-135 

614 

2456 

6140 

D3-36 


6.7145 

13.8231 


Table  D3.3-8.  KC-135  Aircraft  Qosed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Errission  Factors,  Baseline 


Factor 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

55% 

58% 

60% 

70% 

73% 

85% 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

19910.88 

20916.72 

21922.56 

25945.92 

27589.32 

312M.8 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

voc 

0.0704 

0.0683 

0.0661 

0.0575 

0.0539 

0.0460 

CO 

1.6313 

1.3744 

1.1175 

0.0900 

0.0900 

0.0900 

NQk 

13.0750 

13.5625 

14.0500 

16.0000 

16.7813 

18.5000 

SQ2 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

PM2.5 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

C02 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.3-9.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Errissions  Per  Operation,  Baseline 


Emissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

0-14 

N20 

KC-135  CAVFR  Rght  Turns  South  Side 

0.1614 

2.4721 

37.2809 

2.6974 

0.1393 

0.1393 

8183.7166 

0.2265 

0.2545 

KC-135  CC IFR  Rght  Tuns  South\/\est  Side 

0.3^ 

6.2014 

68.9372 

5.2364 

0.2676 

0.2676 

15886.9857 

0.4397 

0.4M) 

Table  D3.3-7.  KC-135  AirCrait  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Pease 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

70% 

73% 

85% 

KC-1 35  VFR  Profile 

0.6225 

1529 

1.08073231 

1.05954148 

3.23876605 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  IFR  Profile 

0.3775 

927 

5.90100061 

2.76893508 

3.98841687 

0.45137435 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

Total  Ops 

2456 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 


0.2757  4.7645  60.4558  4.4894 


02305 


02305  13620.6084 


0.3769 


0.4235 
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Table  TO.3-10.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Op^aftions  at  Pease  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

I  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PWHO 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135LTOS 

2.13 

31.52 

13.40 

1.80 

0.10 

0.10 

54S.70 

0.15 

0.17 

KC-135T&G 

0.28 

4.76 

60.46 

4.49 

0.23 

0.23 

13620.61 

0.38 

0.42 

Total  Existing 

Z41 

36.29 

73.94 

6.29 

0.33 

0.33 

19073.31 

0.53 

0.59 

Table  TO.3-11.  Annual  hlAP  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Op^aftions  at  Pease  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Ben^ne 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

)^enes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC-135LTOS 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.10 

0.01 

KC-135  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.11 

0.01 

Total  Existing 

0.13 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.21 

0.02 
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Table  03.^12.  JP-8 /^3E  Equipment  Errissions,  Pease,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  njnTime 

(hrfyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gat/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Errission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Errissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM2.5 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM2.5 

SC2 

KG135AGE 

Sorties: 

614 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

6140.00 

6.47 

51298.71 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.91E-01 

9.10E-O2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

8.26E-H31 

ai9Et00 

3.98E-H30 

1.23E-KX) 

1.20E-H30 

6.23E-01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A^OA 

1 

614.00 

10.16 

6239.03 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

2.46E-H30 

7.‘^Et00 

3.65E-01 

2.86E-01 

Z77&01 

9.72E-02 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

61.40 

8.75 

537.25 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07B01 

6.19E-02 

1.99E-01 

7.93E-01 

9.48E-02 

1.49E-02 

1.45E-02 

8.37E-03 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

6140.00 

6.80 

94278.71 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.O1E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

3.98E-H31 

2.03Et00 

2.76E-H30 

Z68Et00 

2.60E-H30 

6.50E-01 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

122a00 

7.12 

8318.71 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

1.13E-H31 

8.58E-01 

1.43E-01 

2.95E-01 

Z84E-01 

1.35E-01 

HI 

5 

3070.00 

0.39 

1126.49 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

1.07E-H30 

1.23Et00 

6.77E-01 

7.38E-01 

7.38E-01 

2.03E-02 

1H1 

4 

2456.00 

0.39 

901.19 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09B01 

3.00E-03 

8.56E-01 

9.80E-01 

5.41  B01 

5.90E-01 

a90E-01 

1.62E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

122a00 

1.02 

1247.81 

18 

1.10EO1 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

2.98E-01 

2.17E-01 

2.71  E-02 

2.71E-02 

Z71E-02 

1.94E-02 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

202.62 

1.09 

210.46 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

1.87E-01 

1.19E-01 

1.19E-01 

3.17E-02 

a04EO2 

3.57E-03 

Tot^  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

2907948.208 

a94B02 

9.91  E-03 

4.35B03 

2.95E-03 

2.88B03 

7.86E-04 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
EqiiprT«nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Enission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  S4. 


Table  03.^13.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Pease,  Baseline 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Errission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  h(>lv) 

Errissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Emission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Arsenc 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

1.57E-H31 

7.00E-C2 

Acrolein 

6.48E-04 

1.88E-H30 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

1.89E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-C4 

7.97E-01 

Cadrrium 

6.67E-04 

Chronium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

2.41E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

1.73E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

3.49E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

8.43E-H30 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

5.82E-HD0 

Tot^ 

7.12E03 

Table  03.^14.  JP-8  AGE  EqLipment  GHG  Errissions,  Pease,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Toted  RjoTIme 

(hr/yiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KG135AGE 

Sorties: 

614 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32A-86 

10 

6140.00 

6.47 

51298.71 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-04 

1.08E-f06 

3.03E-H31 

a49E-f01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A60A 

1 

614.00 

10.16 

6239.03 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-<34 

1.:^Et05 

3.69E-H30 

4.24E-KX) 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

61.40 

8.75 

537.25 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-<34 

1.13Et04 

3.18E-01 

3.65E-01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

6140.00 

6.80 

94278.71 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-C>4 

1.99Et06 

5.57E-K)1 

6.41  EtOI 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

122a00 

7.12 

8318.71 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-<34 

1.76E-K)5 

4.92E-H30 

5.66E-KX) 

HI 

5 

3070.00 

0.39 

1126.49 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-<54 

Z38Et04 

a66E-01 

7.66E-01 

1H1 

4 

2456.00 

0.39 

901.19 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-<54 

1.90Et04 

5.33E-01 

6.13E-01 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

122a00 

1.02 

1247.81 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-C>4 

Z63Et04 

7.37&01 

8.49E-01 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

202.62 

1.09 

210.46 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-<54 

4.44E-KB 

1.24E-01 

1.43E-01 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEU* 

1.57EK)3 

4.40BO2 

5.06E-02 

Enission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gijdance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  D3.^1S  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  Pestse,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriser  of 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel4r) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  IbfLiel)  | 

1  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

son 

PIWO 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PIWO 

PM2.5 

KC-135 

Defueling 

15 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

16.00 

233.42 

30.41 

8.(» 

0.46 

0.46 

Nteintenance  Run 

61 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

01 

0.1 

173.52 

2531.29 

329.81 

87.40 

4.95 

4.95 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

01 

0.1 

4.98 

72.62 

9.46 

2.51 

0.14 

0.14 

7 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.42 

0.82 

168.38 

9.65 

^.CO 

^.CO 

TRTFijn  4  Engine 

5 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

7.11 

103.74 

13.52 

3.58 

0.20 

0.20 

5 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

01 

0.1 

0.60 

1.17 

240.54 

13.78 

1.43 

1.43 

0.10 

1.47 

0.40 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

Table  03.^16.  hlAP  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  Pease,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriser  of 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
feiel/fr) 

1  Eirission  Factor  (lb/1000  Ibfuel)  (1)  I 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Ethyl- 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

KC-135 

Defueling 

15 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90EO3 

1.90EO3 

8.97E03 

6.84E4)4 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

IVbintenance  Run 

61 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90EO3 

1.90EO3 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E04 

9.68&04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

IKI  Run  2  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90&03 

1.90E03 

8.97E63 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31&03 

9.13E04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

7 

80%RPM 

008 

2 

7801.2 

7.01  &03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOEKX) 

1.11E03 

1.11E4)3 

O.OOEKX) 

3.36E4)4 

O.OOEKX) 

1.18E03 

3.37E4)4 

4.84E04 

1.96E4)3 

2.42E03 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

5 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

9.51  E4)2 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E03 

1.90EO3 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

231 E03 

9.13E04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

5 

80%RPM 

008 

4 

7801.2 

7.01  &03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

1.11E03 

1.11E03 

O.OOEKX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOEKX) 

1.18E03 

3.37E04 

4.84E04 

1.96E03 

2.42E03 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Na^shthalene 

Tolue™, 

Ethyl- 

>^4ene5 

Oilorofbrm 

Oil  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Total  HAPs, 

TPY 

0.72 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.51 

0.04 

7.84 

0.00 

0.00 

0.24 

0.16 

0.74 

0.06 

0.14 

0.12 

0.19 

0.08 

0.08 

5.57 

0.40 

0.22 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.16 

0.01 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.32 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.23 

0.02 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.03 

0.00463278 

0 

0 

0.00013891 

0.00010^ 

0.00044193 

3.2764E-05 

8.2749B05 

7.0892E-05 

0.00012369 

4.74573E-05 

S17164E-05 

0.00325492 

0.00025906 

a00924015 

Table  03.^17.  GHG  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  Pease,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriser  of 

1  Eirission  Factor(1)  | 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

Actual  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135 

Defueling 

15 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

24,451.89 

0.68 

0.76 

IVbintenance  Run 

61 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

265,167.18 

7.34 

8.25 

IKI  Run 2 Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

7,607.26 

0.21 

0.24 

7 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

29,270.10 

0.81 

0.91 

TRT  Rin  4  Engine 

5 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

10,867.51 

0.30 

0.34 

5 

80%RRVl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

41,814.43 

1.16 

1.30 

|Total,  tpy 

172 

0.00 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  CXS.3-18.  Anriual  Wbrker  Population  and  VMT  at  Pease  -  KC-46A  Ptxjiect  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #cif 

Wbrkers 

Annual  On- 

Base  VMT 

Annual  Off- 

Base  VMT 

Existing 

1099 

285740 

1028664 

Proposed  Action 

1227 

319020 

1148472 

^Q>Baserrileage  based  on  1.00  rriles  from  2009  AEI;  assurre  260  days/year 
Off-Base  rrileage  based  on  distance  to  dcAMitcwn  Ftortsrrouth,  3.60  rriles;  assume  260  days^year 


Table  D3.3-19.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Vbhide  Emission  Factors  -  Pease 


ScenarioA/ehide  Class 

Emission  Factors  (Gtams/MIe) 

POVMx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

CCQ 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

l_DG^ 

37.55 

0.567 

11.64 

0.455 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368.1 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.132 

0.808 

0.2 

0.003 

0.053 

0.037 

314 

l_DGT 

60.32 

0.825 

13.66 

0.728 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.1 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.393 

0.708 

0.46 

0.006 

0.06 

0.044 

599.2 

HDGV 

0 

1.CG1 

29.59 

1.222 

0.017 

0.049 

0.032 

905.3 

HDDV 

0 

0.684 

2315 

2359 

0.012 

0.129 

0.1 

1245.6 

MC 

1.9 

2.73 

28.73 

0.9 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Proposed  Action  (Year  201 8)  (1 ) 

l_DG^ 

37.55 

0.432 

10.69 

0.324 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.087 

0.692 

0.088 

0.003 

0.038 

0.023 

314.1 

l_DGT 

60.32 

0.662 

11.91 

0.545 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.6 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.305 

0.6 

0.317 

0.006 

0.047 

0.032 

5926 

HDGV 

0 

0.7^ 

27.82 

0.689 

0.017 

0.04 

0.C25 

904 

HDDV 

0 

0.583 

1.428 

1.919 

0.012 

0.078 

0.053 

1245.9 

MC 

1.9 

2.73 

28.73 

0.9 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Notes:  (1)  Errission  factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  5-13,  for  2017  used  to  provide  a  conset\ative  estimate  of  errissions  for  2018 


Table  D3.3-20.  Annual  Average  On-Base  VeNde  Errissions,  Pease 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

POV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

OD 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

l_DGV 

37.55 

134.12 

2753.41 

107.63 

1.66 

5.91 

2.60 

8707296 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.15 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

59.34 

LDGT 

60.32 

31249 

5190.62 

276.63 

3.80 

9.50 

4.18 

196111.36 

LDCfT 

0.2 

0.50 

0.89 

0.58 

0.01 

0.08 

0.06 

754.93 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

32.68 

343.87 

10.77 

0.04 

0.44 

0.25 

212232 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

0.24040363 

4.14447428 

0.19782454 

0.00274987 

0.00797091 

a00354783 

142060961 

Pnoposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1 ) 

IDGV 

37.55 

114.09 

:^23.20 

85.57 

1.85 

6.60 

2.91 

97187.90 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.15 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

66.27 

LDGT 

60.32 

:^.85 

5052.75 

231.21 

4.24 

10.61 

4.67 

219164.48 

LDCfT 

0.2 

0.43 

0.84 

0.45 

0.01 

0.07 

0.05 

84202 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

36.48 

383.92 

1203 

0.04 

0.49 

0.28 

2370.^ 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tonsfyeai 

0.21593421 

4.13043111 

0.16463S95 

0.00307014 

0.00888855 

0.00395112 

159.815646 

Table  D3.3-21 .  Annual  Average  Off-Base  VeNde  Errissions,  Pease 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

POV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

IDGV 

37.55 

48284 

9912.27 

387.46 

5.96 

21.29 

9.37 

313462.67 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.09 

0.55 

0.14 

0.00 

0.04 

0.03 

213.63 

LDGT 

60.32 

1128.56 

18686.25 

995.87 

13.68 

34.20 

15.05 

706000.91 

LDCfT 

0.2 

1.78 

3.21 

209 

0.03 

0.27 

0.20 

2717.76 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

117.63 

1237.94 

3878 

0.13 

1.59 

0.90 

764894 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

0.86545308 

14.9201074 

0.71216834 

8009899^ 

0.02869^ 

801277218 

518019458 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

IDGV 

37.55 

367.88 

9103.28 

27891 

896 

21.29 

9.37 

313377.51 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.06 

0.47 

0.06 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

21870 

LDGT 

60.32 

905.59 

16292.33 

74853 

13.68 

34.20 

15.05 

706684.89 

LDCfT 

0.2 

1.38 

2.72 

1.44 

0.03 

0.21 

0.15 

2715.04 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

117.63 

1237.94 

3878 

0.13 

1.59 

0.90 

7643.94 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tons/yeai 

0.69626905 

123183681 

0.53086038 

800989952 

0.02866069 

0.0127402 

518317541 
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Table  D3.3-22.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  Pease  -  Proposed  Action 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC46A 

884 

3536 

8840 
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Table  D3.3-23.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Pease  -  K046A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  Settin^Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

68% 

73% 

83% 

85% 

KC46AVFR  Profile 

0.8924 

3156 

1.52770185 

1.04541426 

257545914 

0.66856113 

0.06861792 

0.3602441 

0.39626852 

KC46AIFR  Profile 

0.1076 

380 

5.24755579 

1.580018 

4.11836013 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

Total  Ops 

3536 

Table  D3.3-24.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Emission  Factors 


Engine  Settin^Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Factor 

55% 

58% 

60% 

68% 

73% 

83% 

85% 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

22572 

23688.8 

24805.6 

28379.36 

30389.6 

34928 

36116 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs 

voc 

0.0920 

0.0909 

0.0897 

0.0860 

0.0840 

0.0819 

0.0834 

CO 

1.2150 

1.1435 

1.0720 

0.8432 

0.7145 

0.5138 

0.5275 

NQk 

19.0750 

19.7655 

20.4560 

22.6656 

23.9085 

27.0275 

28.0750 

SQ2 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0600 

0.0610 

0.0620 

0.0652 

0.0670 

0.0713 

0.0725 

PIVI2.5 

0.0500 

0.0510 

0.0520 

0.0552 

0.0570 

0.0613 

0.0625 

coe 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.3-25.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Emissions  Per  Operation 

Emissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

KC46A  CA  VFR  Right  Turns  South  Side 

0.2531 

2.8367 

61.2646 

3.0225 

0.1809 

0.1523 

9170.2396 

0.2538 

0.2851 

KC46A  CC IFR  Right  Turns  Southwest  Side 

0.4768 

5.6496 

109.9461 

5.6344 

0.3311 

0.2780 

17094.6253 

0.4731 

0.5315 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 

0.4900 

5.5504 

117.5768 

5.8407 

0.3483 

0.2932 

17720.4935 

0.4904 

0.5510 
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Table  TO.3-26.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-46A  Aircraft  Op^ations  at  Pease  -  Proposed  Action 


Arcraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC46ALTOS 

14.71 

51.10 

33.54 

2.60 

0.21 

0.19 

7879.51 

0.22 

0.25 

KC46AT&G 

0.49 

5.55 

117.58 

5.84 

0.35 

0.29 

17720.49 

0.49 

0.55 

APU 

0.04 

0.31 

6.30 

0.52 

0.05 

0.04 

1286.56 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Action 

15.24 

56.95 

157.41 

8.96 

0.61 

0.52 

26886.56 

0.71 

0.80 

Table  TO.3-27.  Annual  hlAP  Emissions  for  KC-46A  Aircraft  Op^ations  at  Pease  -  Proposed  Action 


Arcraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Fom> 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Ben^ne 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

)^enes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC46ALTOS 

2.10 

0.73 

0.42 

0.09 

0.29 

0.11 

0.03 

0.05 

0.05 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.13 

0.01 

KC46A  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.07 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.21 

0.02 

Total  Proposed  Action 

Z17 

0.75 

0.43 

0.10 

0.30 

0.11 

0.03 

0.05 

0.05 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.34 

0.02 
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Table  D3.3-28.  JP-8  /^3E  Equipment  Errissions,  Proposed  Action,  Pease 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  RjnTime 

(hffyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gat/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Errission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM2.5 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM2.5 

SC2 

Sorties: 

884 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

8840.00 

6.47 

73856.77 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.&1E-01 

9.10E-O2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

1.19E-H]e 

asiEtoo 

5.73E-H30 

1.77E-KX) 

1.73E-HD0 

8.96E-01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A^OA 

1 

884.00 

10.16 

89^.58 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

3.55E-H30 

1.07Et01 

5.26E-01 

4.1  IE-01 

4.00E-O1 

1.40E-O1 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

88.40 

8.75 

773.50 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07EO1 

6.19E-02 

2.86E-01 

1.14Et00 

1.36E-01 

2.14E-02 

Z09E-02 

1.21E-02 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

8840.00 

6.80 

135736.77 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.O1E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

5.73E-H31 

2.92Et00 

3.98E-H30 

a86Et00 

3.74E-H30 

9.35E-01 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

1768.00 

7.12 

11976.77 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

1.62E-H31 

1.24Et00 

Z07E-O1 

4.25E-01 

4.09E-O1 

1.95E-01 

HI 

5 

4420.00 

0.39 

1621.85 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

1.54E-HD0 

1.76Et00 

9.74E-01 

1.06Et00 

1.06E-H30 

2.92E-02 

1H1 

4 

3536.00 

0.39 

1297.48 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-01 

1.09EO1 

3.00E-03 

1.23E-H30 

1.41Et00 

7.80E-01 

8.50E-O1 

a50E-01 

2.34E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

176a00 

1.02 

1796.52 

18 

1.10EO1 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

4.29E-01 

3.12E-01 

3.90E-02 

3.90E-02 

a90E-02 

2.80E-O2 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

291.72 

1.09 

303.01 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

2.69E-01 

1.72E-01 

1.7^E-01 

4.57E-02 

4.37E-02 

5.15E-03 

Totri  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

4186687.648 

9.g9BC2 

1.43E-02 

a27B03 

4.24E-03 

4.15B03 

1.13E-03 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assuring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
Equipn^nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  S4. 


Table  D3.3-29.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Proposed  Action,  Pease 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Errission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  h(>lv) 

Errissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Errission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Arsenic 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

2.26E-H31 

7.00E-02 

Acrolein 

6.48E-04 

2.71E-HD0 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

2.72E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E4)4 

1.15E-H30 

Cadrrium 

6.67E-04 

Chrorrium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

3.47E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

2.49E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

5.02E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

1.21E-K)1 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

8.37E-HD0 

Totri 

1.03B02 

Table D3.3-30.  JP-8AGEEqLipmentGHGErrissions,  ProposedAction,  Pease 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Toted  njnTime 

(hr/yrO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Errission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Annual  Errissions  (Ibs/yr^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

K04MAGE 

Sorties: 

884 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M^A-Se 

10 

8840.00 

6.47 

73856.77 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-04 

1.56E-f06 

4.36E-H31 

a02E-f01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A60A 

1 

884.00 

10.16 

89^.58 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E4)4 

6.80E4>4 

1.90Et05 

5.31E-H30 

6.11E-KX) 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

88.40 

8.75 

773.50 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E4)4 

6.80E4>4 

1.63Et04 

4.57E-01 

5.26E-01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

8840.00 

6.80 

135736.77 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-C>4 

Z86Et06 

8.02E-H31 

9.23E-f01 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

176a00 

7.12 

11976.77 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-C>4 

Z53E-K)5 

7.08E-H30 

ai4E-K» 

HI 

5 

4420.00 

0.39 

1621.85 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E4>4 

a^Et04 

9.59E-01 

I.IOEtOO 

1H1 

4 

3536.00 

0.39 

1297.48 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E4>4 

Z74Et04 

7.67E-01 

8.82E-01 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

176a00 

1.02 

1796.52 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E4>4 

a7^Et04 

1.06E-H30 

1.22E-KX) 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

291.72 

1.09 

303.01 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E4>4 

6.39E-KX3 

17^-01 

2.06E-O1 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEU' 

2.26EK)3 

a34E4}2 

7.29E-02 

Errission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assuring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gudance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  D3.3-31.  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  ^'oposed /^tion,  Pease 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriserof 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  IbfLiel)  | 

I  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SC2 

Pli/no 

PM25 

KC46A 

Defueling 

22 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

228.49 

779.56 

69.16 

19.39 

201 

1.83 

Nteintenance  Run 

88 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1,218.61 

4,157.65 

368.83 

103.43 

10.73 

9.76 

TRTFijnl  Engine 

10 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

34.62 

118.11 

10.48 

294 

0.30 

0.28 

10 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.13 

7.03 

365.23 

14.90 

0.98 

0.84 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

55.39 

188.98 

16.77 

4.70 

0.49 

0.44 

8 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.81 

11.25 

584.36 

23.84 

1.57 

1.35 

0.77 

263 

0.71 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  D3.3-32.  HAP  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  n^oposed  /^tion,  Pease 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
feiel/tT) 

1  Eirission  Factor  (lb/1000  Ibfuel)  (1)  I 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

E^- 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1 ,3-Ochloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\4nyl 

Acetate 

KC46A 

Defueling 

22 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

IVbintenance  Run 

88 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

IKI  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55&01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85E-03 

10 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

1.15E4)2 

3.99603 

2.29603 

5.05604 

1.57603 

6.00604 

1.63604 

2.63604 

2.89604 

1.76603 

7.94604 

5.09604 

5.06602 

2.54603 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55601 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

8 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

1.15&02 

3.99603 

2.29603 

5.05604 

1.57603 

6.00604 

1.63604 

2.63604 

2.89604 

1.76603 

7.94604 

5.09604 

5.06602 

2.54603 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Tdu™ 

E&iyl- 

Xy,e™» 

Chloroform 

Oil  oromethane 

1 ,3-Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Oiloride 

Acetate 

Total  HAPs, 

Tpy 

11.32 

6.49 

1.43 

4.46 

1.70 

0.46 

0.75 

0.82 

0.06 

0.02 

0.02 

1.23 

0.09 

0.09 

60.39 

34.62 

7.65 

23.77 

9.08 

2.46 

3.99 

4.37 

0.32 

0.09 

0.09 

6.59 

0.47 

0.47 

1.72 

0.98 

0.22 

0.68 

0.26 

0.07 

0.11 

0.12 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.19 

0.01 

0.01 

0.16 

0.06 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.71 

0.04 

2.74 

1.57 

0.35 

1.08 

0.41 

0.11 

0.18 

0.20 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.30 

0.02 

0.02 

0.26 

0.09 

0.05 

0.01 

0.04 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

0.01 

1.14 

0.06 

0.03829426 

0.02190906 

0.00486654 

0.01500001 

0.00575329 

0.00156476 

0.00251865 

0.00276341 

a00020897 

8.834d3E-05 

7.40798E-05 

a004163144 

0.00122^ 

0.00034488 

0.09877262 

Table  D3.3-33.  GHG  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  Proposed  Action,  Pease 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neiriser  of 

1  Eirission  Factor(1)  | 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

>^ual  Errissions  (Ib/yi^ 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KC46A 

Defueling 

22 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

58,837.36 

1.63 

1.83 

Nteintenance  Run 

88 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

318799.27 

8.68 

9.76 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

8,914.75 

0.25 

0.28 

10 

80%RP1vl 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

45,210.53 

1.25 

1.41 

TRT  Rin  4  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

14,263.60 

0.39 

0.44 

8 

80%RRVl 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

72,336.84 

2.00 

2.25 

|Total,  tpy 

233 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  ^.3-34.  Pease  Corrparison  or  Errissions 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Aircraft  Ops 

2.41 

36.29 

73.94 

6.29 

0.33 

0.33 

AGE 

0.00 

0.01 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.10 

1.47 

0.40 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

PCVs 

1.11 

19.06 

0.91 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

Total 

3.62 

56.84 

75.32 

6.36 

0.37 

0.35 

Proposed  Action 


Aircraft  Ops 

15.24 

56.95 

157.41 

8.96 

0.61 

0.52 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.77 

2.63 

0.71 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

0.91 

17.45 

0.70 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

Total 

16.93 

77.05 

158.92 

9.06 

0.66 

0.55 

Net  Increase 

13.31 

20.21 

83.60 

2.70 

0.28 

0.19 

Tabie  ^.3-35.  Pease  Comparison  of  HAP  Emissions 


Aircraft  Ops 


AGE 


Engine  Tests 


Totai 


Proposed  Action 


Aircraft  Ops 


aidehyde  aidehyde  Acroiein  Naphthaiene 


0.13  0.00  0.00  0.00 


0.01  0.01  0.00  0.00 


0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 


0.14  0.01 


Asroiein  Naphthaiene 


Toiuene 


Annuai  HAP  Emissions,  tons/year 

Ethyi-  1,3-  Methylene 

ben^ne  Xylenes  Styrene  Chloroform  Chloromethane  Dichloropropene  Chloride 


Vinyl 

Acetate 


0.02 


0.00 

0.00 

0.02 


Vinyl 

Acetate 


0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 


0.01 


Aircraft  Ops 

17303 

0.48 

0.54 

17480 

AGE 

1571 

0.04 

0.05 

1588 

Engine  Tests 
PCVs 


Proposed  Action 


Aircraft  Ops 


Engine  Tests 
PCVs 


19643 

0.53 

CQ2 

CH4 

24391 

0.64 

2262 

0.06 

233 

0.01 

612 

0.00 
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Table  D3.4-1.  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttle  Setting  -  KC-ISSand  K046A  Aircraft 


Fuel  Rcw 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

Engine  Type/Throttle  Setting 

(Pounds/hlour) 

VOC 

CO 

NCbc 

S02 

PMIO 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

F-108-CF-100  (2) 

Idle 

1013.76 

30.7 

4 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

2463.12 

0.092 

4.2 

8.2 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Intermediate 

6486.48 

0.0575 

0.09 

16 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Mlitary 

7801.2 

0.046 

0.09 

18.5 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

P8W4062(3) 

Idle 

1663.2 

12.489 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.1 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

5702.4 

0.1035 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Oirrbout 

16869.6 

0.0805 

0.5 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Take-Off 

21621.6 

0.092 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Emissions,  Pounds/Hour 

APU  Use  -  P&W4062 

0.04 

0.33 

6.72 

0.56 

0.05 

0.04 

1373 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  The  KC-135R  has  4  engines  and  the  KC46A  has  2  engines. 

(2)  Data  from  Ar  Brissions  Factor  Gude  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3). 

(3)  ICAO  Engine  Exhaust  Emissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (IGAD2013). 


Table  D3.4-Z  hlAP  Emission  Factors  -  KC-1 35  and  K046A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type 

Emission  Factor  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  (1)  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

F108-CF-100 

Idle 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KXD 

2.90E-03 

1.90E-03 

8.97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Approach 

1.50E-02 

O.OOE+00 

0.00E-+<X) 

O.OOE+OO 

3.22E-03 

6.23E-03 

5.53E-04 

1.61  E-03 

O.OOE+OO 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

5.58E-03 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-HDO 

O.OOE+OO 

4.25E-04 

1.42E-03 

O.OOE+OO 

5.42E-04 

O.OOE+OO 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-04 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE+OO 

0.00E4O0 

O.OOE+OO 

1.11E-03 

1.11E-03 

O.OOE+OO 

3.36E-04 

O.OOE+OO 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

P&W4062  (3) 

Idle 

1.78E+00 

6.19E-01 

3.55E-01 

7.84E-02 

2.44E-01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E-02 

4.09E-02 

4.48E-02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Approach 

1.48E-02 

5.13E-03 

2.94E-03 

6.50E-04 

2.02E-03 

7.71  E-04 

2.09E-04 

3.39E-04 

3.71  E-04 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

1.15E-02 

3.99E-03 

2.29E-03 

5.05E-O4 

1.57E-03 

6.00E-04 

1.63E-04 

2.63E-04 

2.89E-04 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-04 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

1.31  E-02 

4.56E-03 

2.61  E-03 

5.78E-04 

1.79E-03 

6.85E-04 

1.86E-04 

3.01  E-04 

3.30E-04 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engne.  The  KC-135  has  4  engines  and  the  KC-46A  has  2  engines. 


(2)  Data  from  Ar  Brissions  Factor  Gude  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3),  Table  2-9. 
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Table  D3.4-3.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Times  in  Mode  and  Fuel  Usages  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


LTO 

Touch  &  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

TIM 

Fuel  Usage 

Aircraft/Mode  (Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

Minutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.01 

364 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.04 

1081 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.09 

854 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5523 

0.14 

2299 

KOm(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.04 

1406 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5543 

0.14 

2899 

APUUse,KC46A(3) 

Hours 

Pre-Flight  -  OBIGGS  +  Electric  +  Max  ECS 

1.50 

Pre-Flight  -  Main  Engine  Start  +  Electric 

0.03 

Post-Flight  -  Electric  +  Min  ECS 

0.58 

Total  Hours  per  LTO 

2.12 

Notes:  (1)  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft. 

(2)  TIM  Data  from  Table  2-4,  Transport  Aircraft  (AFCEC  2013). 

(3)  APU  use  from  FTU/MOB1  Draft  EIS. 
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Table  D8.4-4.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  Enissions- 1^135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


ArcrsA/Mode 

LTD 

1  Emissions  (Pounds)  | 

LTOs 

I  Time  in  Mode  (TIM)  | 

Fuel  Usage 

voc 

CO 

NOt 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

Mnutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135(^ 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

4.67 

68.05 

8.87 

2.35 

0.13 

0.13 

7129.08 

0.20 

0.22 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

airrbout  (Interrrediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

2746.08 

0.08 

0.09 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

2.12 

30.91 

4.03 

1.07 

0.06 

0.06 

3238.52 

0.09 

0.10 

Tot^s 

581 

0.935 

5523 

894 

102.69 

43.93 

885 

0.32 

832 

17761.24 

0A9 

855 

KC>46A(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

22.71 

77.48 

6.87 

1.93 

0.20 

0.18 

584808 

0.16 

0.18 

Tsk&off(Mlitav) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

1622.48 

0.04 

0.05 

airrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

>^:proach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

12.03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

3178.75 

0.09 

0.10 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

10.32 

35.20 

012 

0.88 

0.09 

0.08 

2656.60 

0.07 

0.08 

Tot^s 

581 

0.935 

5543 

33^ 

11860 

7888 

888 

0A8 

842 

1782896 

0A9 

855 

ArcrsA/Mode 

1  Touch  and  Go  | 

1  Errissions  (Pounds)  | 

Touch  and  Go 

1  Time  in  Mode  (TIM)  | 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NOt 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

Mnutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135f^ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.70 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

003 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

airrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.50 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

Approach 

5.20 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

2746.08 

0.08 

0.09 

Tot^s 

840 

0.14 

2299 

0.16 

372 

31.03 

Z44 

0.13 

0.13 

739364 

ozo 

823 

KC-464f2J 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

1622.48 

0.04 

0.05 

airrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

1Z03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

3178.75 

0.09 

0.10 

Totals 

840 

0.14 

2899 

0.26 

Z92 

6889 

3.07 

0.19 

0.16 

0Z6 

829 

Table  D3.4-5.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  hlAP  Emissions  -  K3-1 35  and  l^-4€A  Aircraft 


Arcraft/Mode 

LTO 

1  Emissions  (Pounds)  | 

LTOs 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

aldehyde 

/det¬ 
ail  dehyde 

Airdein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

)^enes 

styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

CHoride 

Vinyl 

Mnutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135(:^ 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

0.21 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

ooo 

0.02 

0.00 

OOO 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.15 

0.01 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

airrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

ooo 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

ooo 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.00 

Tot^s 

581 

0.94 

5523 

0.33 

800 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

804 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.31 

0.02 

KC-464f2J 

Taxi  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

3.24 

1.13 

0.65 

0.14 

0.44 

0.17 

0.05 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0.01 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

ooo 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

airrbout  (Interrredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

ooo 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

Taxi  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

1.47 

0.51 

0.29 

0.06 

0.20 

0.08 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.06 

0.00 

Tot^s 

581 

0.94 

5543 

4.75 

1.65 

0.95 

0.21 

0.65 

825 

0.07 

0.11 

0.12 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 

ArcrsA/Mode 


Touch  and  Go 


Emissions  (Pounds) 


Touch  and  Go 


Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 


aldehyde 


Acet¬ 

aldehyde 


Ethyl- 


Chloromethane 


Dichloropropene 


Methylene 

CHoride 


KC-135(^ 


airrbout  (Interrrediate) 


airrbout  (Interrrediate) 


0.01 

0.04 


0.00 

0.00 


Table  D3.4-6.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  -  Baseline 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC-135 

926 

2545.5 

6943 
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Table  D3.4'7.  KC-135  Aircraft  Qosed  Pattern  Operations  at  Pittsburgh,  Baseline 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

70% 

73% 

85% 

KC-1 35  VFR  Profile 

1 

2546 

1.08073231 

1.05954148 

3.23876605 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135  IFR  Profile 

0 

0 

5.90100061 

2.76893508 

3.98841687 

0.45137435 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

Total  Ops 

2545.5 

Table  D3.4-8.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Errission  Factors,  Baseline 


Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Factor 

55% 

58% 

60% 

70% 

73% 

85% 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

19910.88 

20916.72 

21922.56 

25945.92 

27589.32 

31204.8 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

voc 

0.0704 

0.0683 

0.0661 

0.0575 

0.0539 

0.0460 

CO 

1.6313 

1.3744 

1.1175 

0.0900 

0.0900 

0.0900 

NQk 

13.0750 

13.5625 

14.0500 

16.0000 

16.7813 

18.5000 

SQ2 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

PIVI2.5 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

CC2 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  03.4-9.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Emissions  Per  Operation,  Baseline 

Emissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

0-14 

N20 

KC-135  CAVFR  Right  Turns  South  Side 

0.1614 

2.4721 

37.2809 

2.6974 

0.1393 

0.1393 

8183.7166 

0.2265 

0.2545 

KC-135  CC  IFR  Right  Tuns  South\/\est  Side 

0.3286 

6.2014 

68.9372 

5.2364 

0.2676 

0.2676 

15886.9857 

0.4397 

0.4940 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 

0.2054 

3.1464 

47.4492 

3.4331 

0.1773 

0.1773 

10415.8252 

0.2882 

0.3239 

D3-53 


Table  TO. 4-10.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Op^aftions  at  Pittsburgh  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PMIO 

PMZ5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135  LTOs 

3.21 

47.54 

20.34 

2.71 

0.15 

0.15 

8223.46 

0.23 

0.26 

KC-135  T&G 

0.21 

3.15 

47.45 

3.43 

0.18 

0.18 

10415.83 

0.29 

0.32 

Total  Existing 

3.42 

50.69 

67.79 

6.14 

0.33 

0.33 

18639.28 

0.52 

0.58 

Table  TO.4-11.  Annual  hlAP  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Op^aftions  at  Pittsburgh  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

ben^ne 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC-135  LTOs 

0.15 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.14 

0.01 

KC-135  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0.01 

Total  Existing 

0.18 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.26 

0.02 
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Table  D3.4-12.  JP-8  /^3E  Equipment  Errissions,  Pittsburg,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  RjnTime 

(hifyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gat/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Errission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

KG135AGE 

Sorties: 

926 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

9260.00 

6.47 

77365.81 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.&1E-01 

9.10E-O2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

1.25E-H]e 

9.33Et00 

6.00E-H30 

1.86E-KX) 

1.82E-H30 

9.39E-01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A^OA 

1 

926.00 

10.16 

9409.35 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

3.72E-H30 

1.12Et01 

5.51  E-01 

4.31E-01 

4.19&01 

1.47E-01 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

92.60 

8.75 

810.25 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07B01 

6.19E-02 

3.00E-01 

1.20EtO0 

1.43B01 

2.25E-02 

218E-02 

1.26E-02 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

9260.00 

6.80 

142185.81 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.O1E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

6.00E-H31 

3.06EtO0 

4.16E-H30 

4.O4EtO0 

3.92E-H30 

9.80E-01 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

185200 

7.12 

1»I5.81 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

1.70E-H31 

1.29Et00 

216E-01 

4.45E-01 

4.29E-01 

2.04E-O1 

HI 

5 

4630.00 

0.39 

1698.91 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

1.61E-H30 

1.85Et00 

1.02E-H30 

I.IIEtOO 

1.11E-H30 

3.06E-O2 

1H1 

4 

3704.00 

0.39 

1350.13 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09B01 

3.00E-03 

1.29E-H30 

1.48Et00 

8.17E01 

8.90E-01 

a90E-01 

2.45E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

185200 

1.02 

1881.87 

18 

1.10B01 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

4.49E-01 

3.27E-01 

4.08E-O2 

4.08E-02 

4.08E-O2 

2.93E-02 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

305.58 

1.09 

317.41 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

2.82E431 

1.80E-O1 

1.80E-O1 

4.78E-02 

4.58E-02 

5.39E-03 

Tot^  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

4385602672 

1.05EO1 

1.50E-02 

a57B03 

4.44E-03 

4.35B03 

1.19E-03 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assuring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
Equipn^nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  S4. 


Table  D3.4-13.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Pittsburg,  Baseline 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Errission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  h(>tr) 

Errissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Emission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Arsenic 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

2.37E-H31 

7.00E-62 

Acrolein 

6.48E-04 

2.84E-HD0 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

2.85E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-64 

1.20E-H30 

Cadrrium 

6.67E-04 

Chronium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

3.64E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

2.61E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

5.26E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

1.27E-H31 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

8.77E-HD0 

Tot^ 

1.07E02 

Table  D3.4-14.  JP-8  AGE  EqLipment  GHG  Errissions,  Pittsburgh,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Toted  njnTime 

(hr/yiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KG135AGE 

Sorties: 

926 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32A-86 

10 

9260.00 

6.47 

77365.81 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-04 

1.63E-f06 

4.57E-H31 

526E-f01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A60A 

1 

926.00 

10.16 

9409.35 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-64 

6.80E-64 

1.99Et05 

5.56E-H30 

6.40E-KX) 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

92.60 

8.75 

810.25 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-64 

6.80E-64 

1.71  Et04 

^■reE-OI 

5.51E-01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

9260.00 

6.80 

142185.81 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-64 

aOOEKK 

8.40E-r01 

9.67E-f01 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

185200 

7.12 

1^45.81 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

265E-K)5 

7.41E-HD0 

a53E-K» 

HI 

5 

4630.00 

0.39 

1698.91 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

a58Et04 

1.00E-H30 

1.16EtOO 

1H1 

4 

3704.00 

0.39 

1350.13 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

287Et04 

a03E-01 

9.24E-01 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

185200 

1.02 

1881.87 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-64 

a97Et04 

1.11E-H30 

1.28E-KX) 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

305.58 

1.09 

317.41 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

6.70E-KX3 

1.88E-01 

2.16E-01 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEr 

237EK)3 

a64B02 

7.64E-02 

Errission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assuring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gudance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  D3.4-1S  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  PittsbLrgh,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  IbfLiel)  | 

I  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SC2 

FH/no 

PM2.5 

KC-135 

Defueling 

17 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

01 

18.13 

264.54 

34.47 

9.13 

1.05 

1.05 

Nteintenance  Run 

69 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

196.28 

2,863.26 

373.06 

98.86 

11.36 

11.36 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

01 

5.69 

8299 

10.81 

2.87 

0.33 

033 

8 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.48 

0.94 

192.43 

11.03 

1.14 

1.14 

TRTFijn  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

8.53 

124.49 

16.22 

4.30 

0.49 

0.49 

6 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.72 

1.40 

288.64 

16.54 

1.71 

1.71 

0.11 

1.67 

0.46 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  D3.4-16.  hlAPEnissions,  En^ne  Tests,  PittsbLrgh,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
feiei/tr) 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  Ibfei^)  (1)  I 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

EOiyl- 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

KC-135 

Defueling 

17 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90&03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

231 E03 

9.13&04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85&03 

IVbintenance  Run 

69 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E03 

1.90E03 

8.97&03 

6.&4E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13&04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

IKI  Run  2  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90EO3 

1.90E63 

8.97EK)3 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

231 E03 

9.13EK)4 

9.68E04 

6.75E62 

4.85E03 

8 

80%RPM 

008 

2 

7801.2 

7.01  &03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.11E03 

1.11E03 

O.OOE-KX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.18E-63 

3.37EK)4 

4.84E04 

1.96E63 

2.42E03 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90&03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31E03 

9.13E04 

9.68&04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

6 

80%RPM 

008 

4 

7801.2 

7.01  &03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.11E03 

1.11&03 

O.OOE-KX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.18E03 

3.37E04 

4.84&04 

1.96E03 

2.42&03 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Tdu™ 

EOiyl- 

Xy,e™» 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

1 ,3-Oichioropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Total  HAPs, 

TPY 

0.82 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.58 

0.04 

8.87 

0.00 

0.00 

0.27 

0.18 

0.84 

0.06 

0.15 

0.14 

0.22 

0.09 

0.09 

6.30 

0.45 

0.26 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.18 

0.01 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.39 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.27 

0.02 

011 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.04 

0.00^5704 

0 

0 

0.00015753 

0.00011764 

0.00050169 

3.7155E05 

9.3998E-05 

8.0395B05 

0.000140823 

5.39764E-05 

588753E-05 

a00369213 

0.00029492 

0.01048617 

Table  D3.4-17.  GHG  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  Pittsburgh,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

Acteial  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
feiel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135 

Defueling 

17 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

27,712.14 

0.77 

0.86 

Nteintenance  Run 

69 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

299,943.20 

8.30 

9.33 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

8,694.01 

0.24 

0.27 

8 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

33,451.55 

0.93 

1.04 

TRT  Rin  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

13,041.01 

0.36 

0.41 

6 

80%RRVl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

50,177.32 

1.39 

1.56 

|Total,  tpy 

196 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  CXS.4-18.  Anriual  Wbrker  Population  and  VMT  at  Rttsburgh  -  KC46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #cif 

Wbrkers 

Annual  On- 

Base  VMT 

Annual  Off- 

Base  VMT 

Existing 

1014 

263640 

4734974.4 

Proposed  Action 

1037 

269620 

4842375.2 

^Cn-Baserrileage  based  on  1.00  rriles  from  2009  AEI;  assurre  260  days/year 
Off-Base  rrileage  based  on  distance  to  dcAMTtcwn  Rttsburgh,  17.96miles;  assurre260days/year 


Table  D3.4-19.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Vbhide  Emission  Factors  -  Rttsburgh 


ScenarioA/ehide  Class 

Errission  Factors  (Grarrs/MIe) 

POVMx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

RVHO 

PM25 

CCQ 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

1_DG^ 

37.55 

0.586 

10.45 

0.446 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368.1 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.132 

0.808 

0.2 

0.003 

0.053 

0.037 

314 

1_DGT 

60.32 

0.831 

12.34 

0.707 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.1 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.393 

0.708 

0.46 

0.006 

0.06 

0.044 

599.2 

HDGV 

0 

1.066 

:^.64 

1.21 

0.017 

0.049 

0.032 

905.3 

HDDV 

0 

0.684 

2315 

3.359 

0.012 

0.129 

0.1 

1245.6 

MC 

1.9 

2.75 

27.81 

0.87 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Proposed  Action  (Yesr  201 8)  (1 ) 

1_DG^ 

37.55 

0.446 

9.55 

0.318 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.087 

0.692 

0.088 

0.003 

0.038 

0.023 

314.1 

1_DGT 

60.32 

0.668 

10.77 

0.53 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.6 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.305 

0.6 

0.317 

0.006 

0.047 

0.032 

5966 

HDGV 

0 

0.773 

26.93 

0.682 

0.017 

0.04 

0.C25 

904 

HDDV 

0 

0.583 

1.428 

1.919 

0.012 

0.078 

0.053 

1245.9 

MC 

1.9 

2.75 

27.81 

0.87 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Notes:  (1)  Errission  factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  5-13,  for  2017  used  to  provide  a  conset\^ve  estimate  of  errissions  for  2018 


Table  03.4-20.  Annual  Average  On-Base  VeNde  Errissions,  Pittsburgh 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

POV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

OD 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

1_DGV 

37.55 

127.90 

2280.73 

97.34 

1.53 

646 

2.40 

8033648 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.14 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

54.75 

LDGT 

60.32 

291.35 

4326.38 

247.87 

3.51 

8.76 

3.86 

18094652 

LDCfT 

0.2 

0.46 

0.82 

0.53 

0.01 

0.07 

0.05 

696.55 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

30.37 

307.12 

9.61 

0.03 

0.41 

0.23 

1959.09 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

0.23 

3.46 

0.18 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

132.00 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1 ) 

IDGV 

37.55 

99.55 

2131.58 

70.98 

1.56 

5.58 

2.46 

82138.43 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.12 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

56.01 

LDGT 

60.32 

239.51 

3861.59 

190.03 

3.59 

696 

3.94 

185227.03 

LDCfT 

0.2 

0.36 

0.71 

0.38 

0.01 

0.06 

0.04 

711.63 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

31.06 

314.08 

9.83 

0.03 

0.42 

0.24 

2003.53 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tonsfyeai 

0.19 

3.15 

0.14 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

13507 

Table  03.4-21 .  Annual  Average  Off-Base  VeNde  Errissions,  Pittsburgh 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

POV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM25 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

IDGV 

37.55 

2297.00 

40961.93 

174623 

27.44 

9600 

43.12 

1442879.03 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.41 

2.53 

0.63 

0.01 

0.17 

0.12 

983.34 

LDGT 

60.32 

5232.59 

77701.72 

4451.79 

62.97 

157.42 

69.26 

3249745.54 

LDCfT 

0.2 

620 

14.78 

9.60 

0.13 

1.25 

0.92 

12509.96 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

545.43 

5515.80 

172.55 

0.60 

7.34 

4.17 

35185.31 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

404 

62.10 

619 

0.05 

0.13 

0.06 

2370.65 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

IDGV 

37.55 

1746^ 

37434.11 

1246.50 

27.44 

9600 

43.12 

1442487.05 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.27 

2.17 

0.28 

0.01 

0.12 

0.07 

983.66 

LDGT 

60.32 

4206.22 

67815.85 

3337.27 

62.97 

157.42 

69.26 

3252893.90 

LDCfT 

0.2 

6.37 

12.53 

662 

0.13 

0.98 

0.67 

12497.43 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

545.43 

5515.80 

172.55 

0.60 

7.34 

4.17 

3518531 

Total  Proposed  Adion,  tons/yeai 

625 

5539 

238 

505 

0.13 

0.06 

237202 
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Table  D3.4-22.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  Pittsburgh  -  Proposed  Action 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC46A 

1186 

5127 

9226 

D3-58 


Table  D3.4-23.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Pittsburgh  -  KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Minutes) 

Fraction  of 
Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

68% 

73% 

83% 

85% 

KC-46AVFR  Profile 

1 

3427 

1.52770185 

1.04541426 

2.57545944 

0.66856113 

0.06861792 

0.3602441 

0.39626852 

KC-46A IFR  Profile 

0 

0 

5.24755579 

1.580018 

4.11836013 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

Total  Ops 

3427 

Table  D3.4-24.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Emission  Factors 


Factor 

Engine  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Minutes) 

55% 

58% 

60% 

68% 

73% 

83% 

85% 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

22572 

23688.8 

24805.6 

28379.36 

30389.6 

34928 

36116 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs 

voc 

0.0920 

0.0909 

0.0897 

0.0860 

0.0840 

0.0819 

0.0834 

CO 

1.2150 

1.1435 

1.0720 

0.8432 

0.7145 

0.5138 

0.5275 

NOx 

19.0750 

19.7655 

20.4560 

22.6656 

23.9085 

27.0275 

28.0750 

S02 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0600 

0.0610 

0.0620 

0.0652 

0.0670 

0.0713 

0.0725 

PM2.5 

0.0500 

0.0510 

0.0520 

0.0552 

0.0570 

0.0613 

0.0625 

C02 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.4-25.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Emissions  Per  Operation 

Emissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-46A  CA  VFR  Right  Turns  South  Side 

0.2531 

2.8367 

61.2646 

3.0225 

0.1809 

0.1523 

9170.2396 

0.2538 

0.2851 

KC-46A  CC  IFR  Right  Turns  Southwest  Side 

0.4768 

5.6496 

109.9461 

5.6344 

0.3311 

0.2780 

17094.6253 

0.4731 

0.5315 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 

0.4336 

4.8607 

104.9769 

5.1791 

0.3099 

0.2610 

15713.2056 

0.4348 

0.4886 
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Table  03.4-26.  Annual  Air  Enissions  for  KC-<46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Pittsburgh  -  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft 

I  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

voc 

CO 

NQx 

SG2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

KC46ALTOS 

19.74 

68.55 

45.00 

3.48 

0.28 

0.25 

10571.39 

0.29 

0.33 

KC46AT&G 

0.43 

4.86 

104.98 

5.18 

0.31 

0.26 

15713.21 

0.43 

0.49 

APU 

0.05 

0.41 

8.45 

0.70 

0.06 

0.05 

1726.08 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Action 

20.22 

73.83 

158.42 

9.37 

0.66 

0.56 

28010.67 

0.73 

0.82 

Table  D3.4-27.  Annual  HAP  Emissions  for  KC-135Arcraft  Operations  at  Rttsburgh  -  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chlorcform 

CNoromethane 

1,3- 

Qchloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC46LTOS 

2.82 

0.98 

0.56 

0.12 

0.39 

0.15 

0.04 

0.06 

0.07 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.17 

0.01 

KC46  Qosed  F^em  Ops 

0.06 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.20 

0.01 

Total  Proposed  Action 

Z88 

1.00 

0.57 

0.13 

0.39 

0.15 

0.04 

0.07 

0.07 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.37 

0.03 
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Table  D3.4-28.  JP-8 /^3E  Equipment  Errissions,  Pittsburg,  Proposed  Action 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  RjnTime 

(hifyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gat/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Errission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

Sorties: 

1186 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

11860.00 

6.47 

99088.39 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.&1E-01 

9.10E-O2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

1.60E-H32 

1.19Et01 

7.69E-H30 

238E-KX) 

2.33E-HD0 

1.20Et00 

Stat  Cart  AM^A^OA 

1 

1186.00 

10.16 

12051.29 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

4.76E-H30 

1.43Et01 

7.06E-O1 

5.52E-01 

5.36&01 

1.88E-01 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

118.60 

8.75 

1037.75 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07B01 

6.19E-02 

3.84E-01 

1.53Et00 

1.83B01 

2.88E-02 

280E-O2 

1.62E-02 

Heater/AC  Acs  802-993  AC 

10 

11860.00 

6.80 

182108.39 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.O1E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

7.68E-H31 

3.92Et00 

5.33E-H30 

5.18Et00 

5.02E-H30 

1.26Et00 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

237200 

7.12 

16068.39 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

2.18E-H31 

1.66Et00 

277E-01 

5.70E-O1 

5.49E-01 

2.61E-01 

HI 

5 

5930.00 

0.39 

2175.93 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

2.07E-H30 

2.37Et00 

1.31E-H30 

1.43Et00 

1.43E-H30 

3.92E-02 

1H1 

4 

4744.00 

0.39 

1740.74 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09B01 

3.00E-03 

1.65E-H30 

1.89Et00 

1.05E-H30 

1.14Et00 

1.14E-H30 

3.14E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

237200 

1.02 

2410.26 

18 

1.10B01 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

5.75E-01 

4.18E-01 

5.23E-02 

5.23E-02 

5.23E-02 

3.76E-02 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

391.38 

1.09 

406.53 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

3.62E431 

2.30E-01 

230E-01 

6.13E-02 

5.87E02 

6.90E-O3 

Tot^  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

5616981.392 

1.34E4H 

1.91E-02 

8.41  B03 

5.69E-03 

S57B03 

1.52E-03 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
Equipn^nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Enission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 


Table  D3.4-29.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Pittsbui^,  Proposed  Action 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Enission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  h(>tr) 

Errissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Enission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Asenc 

1.53E-03 

Aetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

3.03E-H31 

7.00E-C2 

A:rolein 

6.48E-04 

3.64E-HD0 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

3.65E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-C4 

1.54E-H30 

Cadrrium 

6.67E-04 

Chronium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

4.66E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

3.34E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

6.74E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

1.63E-H31 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

1.12E-H31 

Tot^ 

1.38B02 

Table D3.4-30.  JP-SAGEEqLipmentGHGEirissions,  Pittsburgh,  ProposedAction 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Toted  RjnTime 

(hr/ytO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Enission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

K046AGE 

Sorties: 

1186 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32A-86 

10 

11860.00 

6.47 

99088.39 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-04 

209E-f06 

5.86E-H31 

6.74E-f01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A80A 

1 

1186.00 

10.16 

12051.29 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-<34 

254Et05 

7.12E-H30 

ai9E-K» 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

118.60 

8.75 

1037.75 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-<54 

219Et04 

ai3E-01 

7.06E-O1 

Heater/AC  Acs  802-993  AC 

10 

11860.00 

6.80 

182108.39 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-<34 

a84Et06 

1.08E-H32 

1.24E-f02 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

237200 

7.12 

16068.39 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-C>4 

a39E-K)5 

9.50E-HD0 

1.09E-f01 

HI 

5 

5930.00 

0.39 

2175.93 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-<54 

4.59Et04 

1.29E-H30 

1.48EtOO 

1H1 

4 

4744.00 

0.39 

1740.74 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-<54 

a67Et04 

1.03E-H30 

1.18Et00 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

237200 

1.02 

2410.26 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-C>4 

509Et04 

1.42E-H30 

1.64E-KX) 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

391.38 

1.09 

406.53 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-<54 

a58E-KX3 

240E-01 

2.76E-01 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEr 

3.03EK)3 

8.50B02 

9.78E-02 

Enission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gijdance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  D3.4-31.  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  PittsbLrgh,  n^opoeed  Action 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neirberof 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  | 

1  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

pli/no 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CX) 

NQx 

SC2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

KC46A 

Defueling 

23 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

238.87 

814.99 

72.30 

20.27 

2.10 

1.91 

Nteintenance  Run 

92 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1,274.00 

4,346.63 

385.60 

108.13 

11.22 

10.20 

TRTFijnl  Engine 

11 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

38.08 

129.93 

11.53 

3.23 

0.34 

0.30 

11 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.24 

7.73 

401.75 

16.39 

1.08 

0.93 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

55.39 

188.98 

16.77 

4.70 

0.49 

0.44 

8 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.81 

11.25 

584.36 

23.84 

1.57 

1.35 

0.80 

2.75 

0.74 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  D3.4-32.  HAP  Enissions,  En^ne  Tests,  PittsbLrgh,  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  Ibfuel)  (1)  I 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Ethyl- 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichtoropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

KC46A 

Defueling 

23 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

Ivbintenance  Run 

92 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

11 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55&01 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68E-04 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

11 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

1.15E4)2 

3.99603 

2.29603 

5.05604 

1.57603 

6.00604 

1.63604 

2.63604 

2.89604 

1.76603 

7.94604 

5.09604 

5.06602 

2.54603 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55601 

7.84602 

2.44601 

9.30602 

2.52602 

4.09602 

4.48602 

3.31603 

9.13604 

9.68604 

6.75602 

4.85603 

4.85603 

8 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

1.15&02 

3.99603 

2.29603 

5.05604 

1.57603 

6.00604 

1.63604 

2.63604 

2.89604 

1.76603 

7.94604 

5.09604 

5.06602 

2.54603 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Tolue™, 

Ethyl- 

>^ftenes 

Chloroform 

ChloroiTEthane 

1,3- 

Dichioropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Total  HAPs, 

TPY 

11.84 

6.79 

1.50 

4.66 

1.78 

0.48 

0.78 

0.86 

0.06 

0.02 

0.02 

1.29 

0.09 

0.09 

63.13 

36.20 

8.00 

24.85 

9.49 

2.58 

4.17 

4.57 

0.34 

0.09 

0.10 

6.89 

0.49 

0.49 

1.89 

1.08 

0.24 

074 

0.28 

008 

0.12 

0.14 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.21 

0.01 

0.01 

0.18 

0.06 

0.04 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.78 

0.04 

2.74 

1.57 

0.35 

1.08 

0.41 

0.11 

0.18 

0.20 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.30 

0.02 

0.02 

0.26 

0.09 

0.05 

0.01 

0.04 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

0.01 

1.14 

0.06 

0.04001785 

0.02289548 

0.00508548 

0.015675625 

0.00601226 

0.00163517 

0.00263209 

0.00288785 

0.00021835 

9.21172E-05 

7.73212E-05 

0.004350612 

0.00127221 

0.00036011 

0.10321253 

Table  D3.4-33.  GHG  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  Pittsburgh,  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nerriserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

/^teial  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

002 

CH4 

N20 

K&46A 

Defueling 

23 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

61,511.79 

1.70 

1.91 

IVbintenance  Run 

92 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

328,06287 

9.08 

10.20 

IKI  Run  2  Engine 

11 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

9,806.23 

0.27 

0.30 

11 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

49,731.58 

1.38 

1.55 

TT^TFijn  4  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

14,263.60 

0.39 

0.44 

8 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

72,336.84 

2.00 

2.25 

|Total,  tpy 

243 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  D3.4-34.  Rttsburgh  Corrparison  of  Emissions 

Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

Rvno 

RVI2.5 

Aircraft  Ops 

3.42 

50.69 

67.79 

6.14 

0.33 

0.33 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.11 

1.67 

0.46 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

4.27 

65.56 

3.37 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

Total 

7.81 

117.93 

71.72 

6.26 

0.48 

0.40 

Roposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

Rvno 

RVI2.5 

ArcraftOps 

20.22 

73.83 

158.42 

9.37 

0.66 

0.56 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.13 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

0.80 

2.75 

0.74 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

3.44 

58.54 

2.52 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

Total 

24.48 

135.14 

161.81 

9.51 

0.81 

0.64 

Net  Increase 

16.67 

17.21 

90.09 

3.24 

0.33 

0.24 

Table  D3.4-35.  Rttsburgh  Corrparison  of  hlAP  Emissions 


Annual  hlAP  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

CNoromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

ArcraftOps 

0.18 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.26 

0.02 

AGE 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total 

0.20 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.27 

0.02 

Roposed  Action 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Ai%t- 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Hhyl- 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

CNoromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

ArcicftOps 

2.88 

1.00 

0.57 

0.13 

0.39 

0.15 

0.04 

0.07 

0.07 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.37 

0.03 

AGE 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.04 

0.02 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total 

2.95 

1.04 

0.58 

0.14 

0.42 

0.16 

0.04 

0.07 

0.07 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.38 

0.03 

Net  Increase 

2.74 

1.03 

0.58 

0.14 

0.39 

0.12 

0.04 

0.06 

0.07 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.11 

0.01 

Table  D3.4>36.  Rttsburgh  Comparison  of  GHG  Errissions 

Annual  GHG  Errissions,  metric  tons/year 


Baseline 

CCE 

CH4 

N20 

C02e 

ArcicftOps 

16909 

0.47 

0.53 

17082 

AGE 

2370 

0.07 

0.08 

2395 

Engine  Tests 

196 

0.01 

0.01 

198 

PCVs 

2270 

0.00 

0.00 

2270 

Total 

21746 

0.54 

0.61 

21946 

Proposed  Action 

CCE 

CH4 

N20 

ArcicftOps 

25411 

0.66 

0.74 

25655 

AGE 

3035 

0.09 

0.10 

3067 

Engine  Tests 

243 

0.01 

0.01 

245 

PCVs 

2274 

0.00 

0.00 

2274 

Total 

30963 

0.75 

0.85 

31242 

Net  Increase 

9218 

0.21 

0.24 

9296 
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Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Table  ^.5-1.  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttie  Setting  -  KC-135  and  KC46A  Aircraft 


Fuel  Flow 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  Ibsfuel  | 

Engine  Type/Throttle  Setting 

(Pounds/IHour) 

VOC 

CO 

NOX 

S02 

PM10 

F1VI2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

F-108-CF-100  (2) 

Idle 

1013.76 

2.1045 

30.7 

4 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

2463.12 

0.092 

4.2 

8.2 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Intermediate 

6486.48 

0.0575 

0.09 

16 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Mlitary 

7801.2 

0.046 

0.09 

18.5 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

P8W4062  (3) 

Idle 

1663.2 

12.489 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.1 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

5702.4 

0.1035 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Qirrbout 

16869.6 

0.0805 

0.5 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Take-Off 

21621.6 

0.092 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Emissions,  Pounds/hlour  | 

APU  Use  -  P&W4062 

0.04 

0.33 

6.72 

0.56 

0.05 

0.04 

1373 

NcAes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engne.  TheKC-135Rhas4enginesandtheKC46Ahas2engines. 

(2)  Data  framAjr  Brisaons  Fador  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3). 

(3)  IGAD  Engine  Exhaust  Errissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (IG4O2013). 


Table  D3.5-2.  hlAPErrission  Factors  -  KC-135  and  K046A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type 

Emission  Factor  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  (1) 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Ben^ne 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

)^enes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dicfdoropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

F108-CF-100 

Idle 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E-03 

1.90E-03 

8.97E-03 

6.84E-C4 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31  E-03 

9.13E-(H 

9.68E-(H 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Apprcach 

1.50E-02 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE+OO 

O.OOE-KDO 

3.22E-03 

6.23E-03 

5.53E-(H 

1.61  E-03 

O.OOE-KDO 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-(H 

7.63E-(H 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

5.58E-03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE-KDO 

4.25E-04 

1.42E-03 

O.OOE-KDO 

5.42E-(H 

O.OOE-KDO 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-CA 

5.09E-(H 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE-KXD 

O.OOE-KDO 

1.11E-03 

1.11E-03 

O.OOE-KDO 

3.36E-(M 

O.OOE-KDO 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-CA 

4.84E-CH 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

P8W4062  (3) 

Idle 

1.78E-KXD 

6.19E-01 

3.55E-01 

7.84E-02 

2.44E-01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E-02 

4.09E-02 

4.48E-02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E-(M 

9.68E-(M 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Apprcach 

1.48E-02 

5.13E-03 

2.^E-03 

6.50E-C4 

2.02E-03 

7.7^E-04 

2.09E-04 

3.29E-CA 

3.71  E-04 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-(H 

7.63E-(H 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

1.15E-02 

3.99E-03 

2.29E-03 

5.05E-(H 

1.57E-03 

6.00E-(H 

1.63E-04 

2.63E-(M 

2.89E-04 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-(H 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

1.31  E-02 

4.56E-03 

2.61  E-03 

5.78E-(>4 

1.79E-03 

6.85E-(H 

1.86E-04 

3.01  E-(H 

3.30E-04 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-CA 

4.84E-CA 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  TheKC-135Rhas4enginesandtheKC-46Ahas2engines. 


(2)  Data  fromAir  Errissions  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3),  Table  2-9. 
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Table  D3.5-3.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Times  in  Mode  and  Fuel  Usages  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


LTO 

Touch  &  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

TIM 

Fuel  Usage 

Aircraft/Mode  (Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

Minutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.01 

364 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.04 

1081 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.09 

854 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5523 

0.14 

2299 

KOm(2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.04 

1406 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5543 

0.14 

2899 

APUUse,KC46A(3) 

Hours 

Pre-Flight  -  OBIGGS  +  Electric  +  Max  ECS 

1.50 

Pre-Flight  -  Main  Engine  Start  +  Electric 

0.03 

Post-Flight  -  Electric  +  Min  ECS 

0.58 

Total  Hours  per  LTO 

2.12 

Notes:  (1)  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft. 

(2)  TIM  Data  from  Table  2-4,  Transport  Aircraft  (AFCEC  2013). 

(3)  APU  use  from  FTU/MOB1  Draft  EIS. 
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Table  w.5-4.  Land  and  Take-ofr/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  Ernssions-KC-135andKC*46AMrcran 


Aircraft/Mode 

LTO 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

LTOs 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NCte 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

coe 

CH4 

N20 

Mnutes 

hlours 

Pounds 

Kai35(^ 

TsMOut(lde) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

4.67 

68.05 

8.87 

2.35 

0.13 

0.13 

7129.08 

0.20 

0.22 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

Qirrbout  (Irtenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

ADproacb 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

274508 

0.08 

0.09 

TaM  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

2.12 

30.91 

4.03 

1.07 

0.06 

0.06 

3238.52 

0.09 

0.10 

Totals 

5ai 

0.935 

5523 

6.94 

10Z69 

43.93 

585 

0.32 

0.32 

17761.24 

0/49 

0.55 

Ka4m(2) 

TaM  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

2Z71 

77.48 

6.87 

1.93 

0.20 

0.18 

5848.08 

0.16 

0.18 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

1622.48 

0.04 

0.05 

Oiirbout  (Irtenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

ADproacb 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

12.03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

317575 

0.09 

0.10 

TaM  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

10.32 

35.20 

3.12 

0.88 

0.09 

0.08 

2656.60 

0.07 

0.08 

Totals 

56.1 

0.935 

5543 

33.29 

115.60 

7588 

588 

0.48 

0.42 

1782596 

0/49 

0.55 

AircrafVMode 

I  Touch  aind  Go  | 

1  Errissions  (Pounds)  | 

Touch  aind  Go 

I  Time  in  Mode  (TIM)  | 

Fuel  Usage 

VOC 

CO 

NCte 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CXQ 

ChM 

N20 

Mnutes 

hlours 

Pounds 

Kai35(^ 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.70 

0.01 

364 

0.02 

0.03 

6.74 

0.39 

0.03 

0.03 

1170.80 

0.03 

0.04 

aiirbout  (Irtenredate) 

Z50 

0.04 

1081 

0.06 

0.10 

17.30 

1.15 

0.05 

0.05 

3476.75 

0.10 

0.11 

Aaproach 

5.20 

0.09 

854 

0.08 

3.59 

7.00 

0.91 

0.05 

0.05 

2746.08 

0.08 

0.09 

Totals 

540 

0.14 

2299 

0.16 

572 

31.03 

2.44 

0.13 

0.13 

739564 

0.20 

0.23 

K{>m(2) 

Take-off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.05 

0.31 

17.33 

0.53 

0.04 

0.04 

1622.48 

0.04 

0.05 

airrbout  (Irtenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.11 

0.70 

36.52 

1.49 

0.10 

0.08 

4521.05 

0.13 

0.14 

Aoproach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.10 

1.91 

12.03 

1.05 

0.05 

0.04 

317575 

0.09 

0.10 

TotaUs 

540 

0.14 

2899 

0.26 

Z92 

6589 

3.07 

0.19 

0.16 

932Z28 

0.26 

0.29 

Table  Land  and  Take-ofF/Touch  and  Go  Total  Fuel  Usages  and  l-IAPEnissions-KC*135andl^-4^AircraFt 


Aircraft/Mode 

LTO 

Emissions  (Pounds) 

LTOs 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

aildehyde 

/^et* 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthailene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

xylene. 

styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethaine 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Mnutes 

hlours 

Pounds 

KC-135(2) 

Ta)dOut(lde) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

0.21 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.15 

0.01 

Takeoff  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

364 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

airrbout  (Intenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

0.00 

Aaproach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

TaM  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

0.10 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.00 

Totals 

551 

0.94 

5523 

0.33 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.31 

0.02 

KC>4m(2) 

TaM  Out  (Ide) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

3.24 

1.13 

0.65 

0.14 

0.44 

0.17 

0.05 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0.01 

Takeoff  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Qirrbout  (Intenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.00 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

TaM  In  (Ide) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

1.47 

0.51 

0.29 

0.06 

0.20 

0.08 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.06 

0.00 

Totals 

551 

0.94 

5543 

4.75 

1.65 

0.95 

0.21 

0.65 

0.25 

0.07 

0.11 

0.12 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 

Aircraft/Mode 

I  Touch  aind  Go  | 

1  Emissions  (Pounds) 

Touch  aind  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

aildehyde 

AceA- 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthailene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

Xylenes 

styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethaine 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Mnutes 

hlours 

Pounds 

Kai35(2) 

Td<e<3ff  (Mlitary) 

0.70 

0.01 

364 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.' 

Qirrbout  (Intenredate) 

Z50 

0.04 

1081 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.05 

0.' 

Approach 

5.20 

0.09 

854 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.C4 

0.' 

Totals 

540 

0.14 

2299 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.09 

0. 

KC>4m(2) 

Tak&off  (Mlitary) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.' 

Qirrbout  (Intenredate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.07 

0.' 

A^Pfoach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.' 

TotaJs 

540 

0.14 

^99 

0.04 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0. 

Table  D3.5-6.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  RIckenbacker  -  Baseline 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC-135 

1289 

1933.5 

6445 
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Table  D3.5-7.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Rickenbacker,  Baseiine 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  SettingTrime  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Totai  Ops 

per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

70% 

73% 

85% 

KC-1 36  VFR  Profile 

1 

1934 

1.08073231 

1.05954148 

3.23876605 

0.6250811 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

KC-135 1 FR  Profile 

0 

0 

5.9M00061 

2.76893508 

3.98841687 

0.45137435 

0.10721551 

0.60319134 

Totai  Ops 

1933.5 

Table  D3.5-8.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Emission  Factors,  Baseline 


Engine  SettingTrime  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Factor 

55% 

58% 

60% 

70% 

73% 

85% 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

19910.88 

20916.72 

21922.56 

25915.92 

27589.32 

31204.8 

Emission  Factors,  ibs/1000  ibs  fuei 

voc 

0.0704 

0.0683 

0.0661 

0.0575 

0.0539 

0.0460 

CO 

1.6313 

1.3744 

1.1175 

0.0900 

0.0900 

0.0900 

NOc 

13.0750 

13.5625 

14.0500 

16.0000 

16.7813 

18.5000 

SQ2 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

PM2.5 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0525 

0.0500 

0.0563 

0.0700 

CC2 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.5-9.  KC-135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Errissions  Per  Operation,  Baseline 

Errissions  per  operation,  ibs 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SQ2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

cm 

N20 

KC-135  CAVFR  Ri^t  Tins  South  Side 

0.1614 

2.4721 

37.2809 

2.6974 

0.1393 

0.1393 

8183.7166 

0.2265 

0.2545 

KC-135  CC IFR  Ri^t  Tins  Southwest  Side 

0.3286 

6.2014 

68.9372 

5.2364 

0.2676 

0.2676 

15886.9857 

0.4397 

0.4910 

Emissions,  ciosed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 

0.1560 

2.3899 

36.0413 

2.6077 

0.1346 

0.1346 

7911.6080 

0.2189 

0.2460 
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Table  D3.5-10.  Annual  Air  Enissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  at  F^ckenbacker  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

voc 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135LTOS 

4.47 

66.18 

28.31 

3.77 

0.21 

0.21 

11447.12 

0.32 

036 

KC-135T&G 

0.16 

2.39 

36.04 

2.61 

0.13 

0.13 

7911.61 

0.22 

025 

Total  lasting 

4.63 

68.57 

64.35 

6.38 

0.34 

0.34 

19358.73 

0.54 

0.60 

Table  D3.5-11.  Annual  HAP  EmissionsforKC-135AircraFt  Operations  at  Rickenbacker- Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Errissions,  Tons/year  | 

Forrrv 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

ehyl- 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

CNoroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC-135LTOS 

021 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.20 

0.01 

KC-135  Qosed  Rattem  Ops 

002 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.09 

0.01 

Total  Existing 

0.23 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 
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Table  D3.S-12.  JP-8  AGE  EqLipment  Errissions,  Ric»«nbacker,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  Time 

(hrfyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM2.5 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM2.5 

SC2 

Kai35AG£ 

Sorties: 

1289 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

12890.00 

6.47 

107693.87 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.91E-01 

9.10E-O2 

a90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

1.73E-H32 

1.30E-f01 

8.35E-H30 

Z59E-KX) 

2.53E-HD0 

i.aiEtoo 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A^OA 

1 

1289.00 

10.16 

13097.90 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.1  IE-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

5.17E-H30 

1.56Et01 

7.67E-01 

6.00E-O1 

5.83&01 

2.04E-O1 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

128.90 

8.75 

1127.88 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07EO1 

6.19E-02 

4.18E-01 

1.67Et00 

1.99E-01 

3.13E-02 

a61E-02 

1.76E-02 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

12890.00 

6.80 

197^.87 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.61E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

8.35E-H31 

4.26Et00 

5.80E-H30 

5.63Et00 

5.46E-H30 

1.36Et00 

MA-3C  Ai  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

257a00 

7.12 

17463.87 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

2.37E-H31 

1.80EtO0 

aoiE-oi 

6.20E-O1 

5.97E-01 

2.84E-01 

HI 

5 

6445.00 

0.39 

2364.90 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

2.25E-HD0 

2.57Et00 

1.42E-H30 

1.55Et00 

1.55E-H30 

4.26E-02 

1H1 

4 

5156.00 

0.39 

1891.92 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09EO1 

3.00E-03 

1.80E-H30 

2.06EtO0 

1.14E-HD0 

1.24Et00 

1.24E-H30 

3.41  E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

257a00 

1.02 

2619.58 

18 

1.10B01 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

6.25E-01 

4.55E-01 

5.68E-02 

5.68E-02 

5.68E-02 

4.08E-02 

Air  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

425.37 

1.09 

441.84 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

3.93&01 

2.50E-O1 

Z50E-01 

6.66E-02 

6.38E-02 

7.50E-O3 

Tot^  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

6104796.808 

1.46B01 

2.08E-02 

9.14B03 

6.19E-03 

a05B03 

1.65E-03 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assuring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
Equipn^nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  S4. 


Table  D3.S-13.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Rictenbacker,  Baseline 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Errission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  hptv) 

Errissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Emission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Arsenc 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-C3 

3.30E-H31 

7.00E-C2 

Acrolein 

6.48E-04 

3.96E-HD0 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

3.97E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-64 

1.67E-HD0 

Cadrrium 

6.67E-04 

Chronium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

5.07E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

3.63E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

7.33E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

1.77E-H31 

Xylenes 

2.00E-C3 

1.22E-H31 

Tot^ 

1.50BC2 

Table  D3.S-14.  JP-8  AGE  EqLipment  GHG  Errissions,  Ric»«nbacker,  Baseline 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  RjoTIme 

(hi/yiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

K(>135AG£ 

Sorties: 

1289 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M^A-SB 

10 

12890.00 

6.47 

107693.87 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-04 

Z27E-r06 

6.36E401 

7.:^-f0i 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A60A 

1 

1289.00 

10.16 

13097.90 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-64 

6.80E-64 

Z76Et05 

7.74E-H30 

691E-KX) 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

128.90 

8.75 

1127.88 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-64 

6.80E-64 

Z38Et04 

667E-01 

7.67E-01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

12890.00 

6.80 

197923.87 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-64 

4.18Et06 

1.17E-H32 

1.35E-f02 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

257600 

7.12 

17463.87 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

a68E-K)5 

1.03E-H31 

1.19E-f01 

HI 

5 

6445.00 

0.39 

2364.90 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

4.99Et04 

1.40E-H30 

1.61  EtOO 

1H1 

4 

5156.00 

0.39 

1891.92 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

a99Et04 

1.12E-H30 

1.29EtOO 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

257600 

1.02 

2619.58 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-64 

653Et04 

1.55E-H30 

1.78E-KX) 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

425.37 

1.09 

441.84 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

9.:^-KX3 

Z61E-01 

3.00E-O1 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEU* 

aaoEKG 

9.2AB02 

1.06E-01 

Errission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assuring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gudance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  D3.^1S  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  RickenbEcker,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deflation 

(hrs) 

Ntflriserof 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuei/tr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  IbfLiel)  | 

I  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

see 

PM10 

PM2.5 

KC-135 

Defueling 

16 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

17.07 

248.98 

32.44 

8.60 

0.99 

0.99 

Nteintenance  Run 

64 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

182.06 

2,655.78 

346.03 

91.70 

10.54 

10.54 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

4.98 

7262 

9.46 

2.51 

0.29 

0.29 

7 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.42 

0.82 

168.38 

9.65 

1.00 

1.00 

TRTFijn  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

21 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

8.53 

124.49 

16.22 

4.30 

0.49 

0.49 

6 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

18.5 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.72 

1.40 

288.64 

16.54 

1.71 

1.71 

0.11 

1.55 

0.43 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  03.^16.  HAP  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  RickenbEKker,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurriserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deflation 

(hrs) 

Neflriserof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
feiei/tr) 

1  Errission  FEtetor  (lb/1000  tbfeiel)  (1)  I 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

Eddehyde 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

EOiyl- 

Chloroform 

ChloromethEuie 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

KC-135 

Defueling 

16 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31  E03 

9.13E04 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85&03 

IVbintenance  Run 

64 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90&03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

231 E03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

IKI  Run  2  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90EK)3 

1.90E63 

8.97EK)3 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31  &03 

9.68E04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

7 

80%RPM 

008 

2 

7801.2 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.11E03 

1.11E03 

O.OOE-KX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.18E03 

3.37E04 

4.84E04 

1.96E03 

2.42E03 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

9.51  &02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90&03 

1.90E03 

8.97E03 

6.84E04 

1.65E03 

1.48E03 

2.31  E03 

9.13E04 

9.68&04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

6 

80%RPM 

008 

4 

7801.2 

7.01  &03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.11E03 

1.11E03 

O.OOE-KX) 

3.36E04 

O.OOE-KX) 

1.18E03 

3.37E04 

4.84&04 

1.96E03 

2.42E03 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Tdu™ 

EOiyl- 

Xy,e™» 

Chloroform 

ChlorornethEuie 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Total  HAPs, 

TPY 

0.77 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.55 

0.04 

8.23 

0.00 

0.00 

0.25 

0.16 

0.78 

0.06 

0.14 

0.13 

0.20 

0.08 

0.08 

5.84 

0.42 

0.22 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.16 

0.01 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.39 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.27 

0.02 

011 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.04 

0.00489095 

0 

0 

0.000146505 

0.0001097 

0.00046687 

3.4555B05 

8.7507E-05 

7.4768E05 

0.000131274 

5.02865E-05 

5.48808E-05 

a00343424 

0.00027491 

0.00975644 

TEdsle  03.^17.  GHG  Errissions,  En^ne  Tests,  RickenbEKker,  Baseline 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deflation 

(hrs) 

Ntflriser  of 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

Actual  Errissions  (Ib/yi^ 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135 

Defueling 

16 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

26,082.02 

0.72 

0.81 

Nteintenance  Run 

64 

Ide 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

278,208.18 

7.70 

8.65 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

7,607.26 

0.21 

0.24 

7 

80%RP1Vl 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

29,270.10 

0.81 

0.91 

TRT  Rin  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

13,041.01 

0.36 

0.41 

6 

80%RRVl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

50,177.32 

1.39 

1.56 

|Total,  tpy 

183 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 


D3-72 


Table  CXS.5-18.  Anriual  Wbrker  Population  and  VMT  at  Rictenbacter  -  KC-46A  nxjiect  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #cif 

Wbrkers 

Annual  On- 

Base  VMT 

Annual  Off- 

Base  VMT 

Existing 

1174 

305240 

4893726.4 

Proposed  Action 

1358 

353080 

5776388.8 

^Q>Baserrileage  based  on  1.00  rriles  from  2009  AEI;  assurre  260  days/year 
Off-Base  rrileage  based  on  distance  to  dcAMTtcwn  Columbus,  16.36miles:  assurre260days/year 


Table  D3.5-19.  Annual  Average  On-Road  Vbhide  Emission  Factors  -  Rictenbacker 


ScenarioA/ehide  Class 

Emission  Factors  (Grams/MIe) 

POVMx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

CCQ 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

1_DG^ 

37.55 

0.589 

10.11 

0.445 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368.1 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.132 

0.808 

0.2 

0.003 

0.053 

0.037 

314 

1_DGT 

60.32 

0.833 

11.95 

0.701 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.1 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.393 

0.708 

0.46 

0.006 

0.06 

0.044 

599.2 

HDGV 

0 

1.078 

:^.36 

1.206 

0.017 

0.049 

0.032 

905.3 

HDDV 

0 

0.684 

2315 

2359 

0.012 

0.129 

0.1 

1245.6 

MC 

1.9 

2.85 

27.61 

0.86 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Proposed  Action  (Yesr  201 8)  (1 ) 

1_DG^ 

37.55 

0.448 

9.22 

0.318 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368 

l_DDr 

0.03 

0.087 

0.692 

0.088 

0.003 

0.038 

0.023 

314.1 

1_DGT 

60.32 

0.782 

10.43 

0.527 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.6 

l_DDr 

0.2 

0.305 

0.6 

0.317 

0.006 

0.047 

0.032 

5926 

HDGV 

0 

0.305 

26.67 

0.68 

0.017 

0.04 

0.025 

904 

HDDV 

0 

0.583 

1.428 

1.919 

0.012 

0.078 

0.053 

1245.9 

MC 

1.9 

2.85 

27.61 

0.86 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Notes:  (1)  Errission  factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  5-13,  for  2017  used  to  provide  a  conset\^ve  estimate  of  errissions  for  2018 


Table  D3.5-20.  Annual  Average  On-Base  VeNde  Errissions,  Rickenbacker 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

POV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

OD 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

1_DGV 

37.55 

14383 

2554.70 

11245 

1.77 

6.32 

2.78 

9301316 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.03 

0.16 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

63.39 

LDGT 

60.32 

33313 

4850.73 

:^.55 

4.06 

10.15 

4.47 

209494.76 

LDCfT 

0.2 

0.53 

0.95 

0.^ 

0.01 

0.08 

0.06 

806.45 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

36.44 

353.02 

11.00 

0.04 

0.47 

0.27 

2268.22 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

0.26 

3.88 

0.20 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

152^ 

Pnoposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1 ) 

IDGV 

37.55 

130.95 

26^4.95 

9295 

2.05 

7.31 

3.22 

107564.11 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.16 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

73.35 

LDGT 

60.32 

367.18 

4897.28 

247.45 

4.70 

11.74 

5.16 

242563.46 

LDCfT 

0.2 

0.47 

0.93 

0.49 

0.01 

0.07 

0.05 

931.92 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

4215 

408.35 

1272 

0.04 

0.55 

0.31 

2623.72 

Total  Proposed  Action,  tonsfyeai 

0.27 

4.00 

0.18 

0.00 

0.01 

aoo 

17388 

Table  D3.5-21 .  Annual  Average  Off-Base  VeNde  Errissions,  Rickenbacker 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

POV  Mx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM25 

C02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

IDGV 

37.55 

2434.93 

41794.81 

1839.63 

28.94 

10335 

45.47 

1521728.00 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.44 

2.67 

0.66 

0.01 

0.18 

0.12 

1037.08 

LDGT 

60.32 

5531.81 

79357.96 

4655.22 

66.41 

166.02 

73.05 

3427334.28 

LDCfT 

0.2 

365 

15.59 

10.13 

0.13 

1.32 

0.97 

13193.59 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

596.16 

5775.39 

179.89 

0.63 

7.74 

4.39 

37108.08 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

4w29 

63.47 

334 

0.05 

0.14 

0.06 

2500.20 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

IDGV 

37.55 

185204 

38115.55 

1314.61 

:^.94 

103.35 

45.47 

1521314.60 

LDCfT 

0.03 

0.29 

2.29 

0.29 

0.01 

0.13 

0.08 

1037.41 

LDGT 

60.32 

519313 

69263.90 

3499.72 

66.41 

166.02 

73.05 

3430654.70 

LDCfT 

0.2 

6.72 

13.21 

698 

0.13 

1.03 

0.70 

13180.38 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

HDDV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

596.16 

5775.39 

179.89 

0.63 

7.74 

4.39 

37108.08 

Total  Proposed  Adion,  tons/yeai 

382 

56.S9 

250 

605 

0.14 

0.06 

2501.65 
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Table  D3.5-22.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  RIckenbacker  -  Proposed  Action 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TOO 

Total 

KC46A 

1286 

2142.5 

6857 
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Table  D3.5-23.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  Rickenbacker  -  KC-46iA  Proposed  Scenarios 


ScenariofOperation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  Settin^Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

55% 

58% 

60% 

68% 

73% 

83% 

85% 

KC46AVFR  Profile 

1 

2143 

1.52770185 

1.04541426 

257545914 

0.66856113 

0.06861792 

0.3602441 

0.39626852 

KC46AIFR  Profile 

0 

0 

5.24755579 

1.03333177 

6.83322258 

1.16386557 

0.06861792 

0.39455307 

0.33222512 

Total  Ops 

2143 

Table  D3.5-24.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Emission  Factors 


Engine  Settin^Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Factor 

55% 

58% 

60% 

68% 

73% 

83% 

85% 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

22572 

23688.8 

24805.6 

28379.36 

30389.6 

34928 

36116 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs 

voc 

0.0920 

0.0909 

0.0897 

0.0860 

0.0840 

0.0819 

0.0834 

CO 

1.2150 

1.1435 

1.0720 

0.8432 

0.7145 

0.5138 

0.5275 

NQk 

19.0750 

19.7655 

20.4560 

22.6656 

23.9085 

27.0275 

28.0750 

SQ2 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0600 

0.0610 

0.0620 

0.0652 

0.0670 

0.0713 

0.0725 

PIVI2.5 

0.0500 

0.0510 

0.0520 

0.0552 

0.0570 

0.0613 

0.0625 

C02 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  D3.5-25.  KC-46A  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Emissions  Per  Operation 

Emissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

KC-46A  CA  VFR  Right  Turns  South  Side 

0.2531 

2.8367 

61.2646 

3.0225 

0.1809 

0.1523 

9170.2396 

0.2538 

0.2851 

KC-46A  CC IFR  Right  Turns  Southwest  Side 

0.5579 

6.6060 

128.6396 

6.5954 

0.3876 

0.3254 

20010.1143 

0.5538 

0.6222 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 

0.2711 

3.0388 

65.6297 

3.2379 

0.1937 

0.1632 

9823.6192 

0.2719 

0.3055 
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Table  D3.5-26.  Annual  Air  Enissions  for  KC-<46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  l^ckenbacker  -  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

voc 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PMIO 

PM2.5 

002 

CH4 

N20 

KC46ALTOS 

21.40 

74.33 

48.79 

3.78 

0.31 

0.27 

11462.73 

0.32 

0.36 

KC46AT&G 

0.27 

3.04 

65.63 

3.24 

0.19 

0.16 

9823.62 

0.27 

0.31 

APU 

0.05 

0.45 

9.16 

0.76 

0.07 

0.05 

1871.62 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Action 

21.73 

77.82 

123.58 

7.78 

0.57 

0.49 

23157.97 

0.59 

0.66 

Table  D3.5-27.  Annual  HAP  Emissions  for  KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  Rickenbacker  -  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

ehyl- 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

CNorofonn 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

CNoride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC46ALTOS 

3.06 

1.06 

0.61 

0.13 

0.42 

0.16 

0.04 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.19 

0.01 

KC46A  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.04 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0.01 

Total  Proposed  Action 

3.10 

1.07 

0.62 

0.14 

0.42 

0.16 

0.04 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.31 

0.02 
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Table  D3.5-28.  JP-8  /^3E  Equipment  Errissions,  Rickenbacker,  ft'oposed  /^tion 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  Time 

(hdyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Errission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

Sorties: 

1286 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

12860.00 

6.47 

107443.23 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.&1E-01 

9.10E-O2 

a90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

1.73E-H32 

1.30E-f01 

8.34E-H30 

258E-KX) 

2.52E-H30 

1.30Et00 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A^OA 

1 

1286.00 

10.16 

13067.42 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.1  IE-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

5.16E-H30 

1.55Et01 

7.65E-01 

5.98E-01 

5.81  EOI 

2.04E-O1 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

128.60 

8.75 

1125.25 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07EO1 

6.19E-02 

4.17E01 

1.66Et00 

1.98E-01 

3.12E-02 

303E-02 

1.75E-02 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

12860.00 

6.80 

197463.23 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.O1E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

8.33E-H31 

4.25Et00 

5.78E-H30 

5.61  EtOO 

5.44E-H30 

1.36Et00 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

257200 

7.12 

17^.23 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

2.36E-H31 

1.80EtO0 

aoiE-oi 

6.18E-01 

5.95E-01 

2.84E-01 

HI 

5 

6430.00 

0.39 

2350.40 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

2.24E-HD0 

2.57Et00 

1.42E-H30 

1.55Et00 

1.55E-H30 

4.25E-02 

1H1 

4 

5144.00 

0.39 

1887.52 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-01 

1.09EO1 

3.00E-03 

1.79E-H30 

2.05Et00 

1.13E-H30 

1.24Et00 

1.24E-H30 

3.40E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

257200 

1.02 

2613.48 

18 

1.10B01 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

6.24E-01 

4.54E-01 

5.67E-02 

5.67E-02 

5.67E-02 

4.07E-02 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

424.38 

1.09 

440.81 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

3.92E431 

2.50E-O1 

250E-01 

6.64E-02 

6.36E-02 

7.48E-03 

Totri  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

6090588.592 

1.45E01 

2.08E-02 

9.12B03 

6.17E-03 

a04B03 

1.65E-03 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
Equipn^nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Enission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  S4. 


Table  D3.S-29.  AGE  HAP  Errissions,  Rickenbacker,  Roposed  /^tion 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Errission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  hptv) 

Errissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Errission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Arsenc 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-C3 

3.29E-H31 

7.00E-C2 

Acrolein 

6.48E-04 

3.95E-HD0 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

3.96E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-C4 

1.67E-H30 

Cadrrium 

6.67E-04 

Chronium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

5.06E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

3.62E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

7.31E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

1.77E-H31 

Xylenes 

2.00E-C3 

1.22E-H31 

Totri 

1.48B02 

Table D3.5-30.  JP-8AGEEqLipmentGHGEirissions,  Rickenbacker,  ^^oposed/^tion 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  njnTime 

(hr/yrO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Errission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Arnxtal  Emissions  (Ibs/yr^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

KC^AGE 

Sorties: 

1286 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M^A-Se 

10 

12860.00 

6.47 

107443.23 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.01E-O4 

6.80E-04 

227E-r06 

6.35E401 

7.31E-f01 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A80A 

1 

1286.00 

10.16 

13067.42 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-64 

276Et05 

7.72E-H30 

a80E-K» 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

128.60 

8.75 

1125.25 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-64 

237Et04 

665E-01 

7.65E-01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

12860.00 

6.80 

197463.23 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.01  E-04 

6.80E-64 

4.17Et06 

1.17E-H32 

1.34E-f02 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

257200 

7.12 

17^.23 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.01E-O4 

6.80E-64 

a68E-K)5 

1.03E-K)1 

1.18E-f01 

HI 

5 

6430.00 

0.39 

2350.40 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

4.98Et04 

1.39E-H30 

I.eOEtOO 

1H1 

4 

5144.00 

0.39 

1887.52 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-64 

a98Et04 

1.12E-H30 

1.28EtOO 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

257200 

1.02 

2613.48 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.01  E-04 

6.80E-64 

a51Et04 

1.54E-H30 

1.78E-KX) 

Ar  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

424.38 

1.09 

440.81 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.01E-O4 

6.80E-64 

9.30E-KX3 

261E-01 

3.00E-01 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEU' 

a29EK)3 

9.22E4}2 

1.06E-01 

Enission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gijdance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  D3.S-31.  Aircraft  Engine  Errissions  •  En^ne  Tests,  RickenbEcker,  Proposed  Action 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deflation 

(hrs) 

Nurber  of 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

I  ErrissionFEtetors  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  | 

I  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SC2 

pi/no 

PM25 

KC46A 

Defueling 

17 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

176.56 

602.39 

53.44 

14.99 

1.56 

1.41 

Nteintenance  Run 

68 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

941.65 

3,21273 

285.01 

79.92 

8.29 

7.54 

TRTFijnl  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

27.70 

94.49 

8.38 

2.35 

0.24 

0.22 

8 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.91 

5.ffi 

292.18 

11.92 

0.79 

0.67 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

125 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

41.54 

141.74 

12.57 

3.53 

0.37 

0.33 

6 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

1.36 

8.43 

438.27 

17.88 

1.18 

1.01 

0.59 

203 

0.54 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  D3.5-32.  hlAP  Enissions,  En^ne  Tests,  RickenbEKker,  Proposed  /^tion 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deflation 

(hrs) 

Neflrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/tr) 

1  Errission  FEtetor  (lb/1000  lb  feiel)  (1)  | 

Eddehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Ethyl- 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

KC46A 

Defueling 

17 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55&01 

7.84&02 

2.44E01 

9.30E<)2 

252&02 

4.09&O2 

4.48E-02 

9.13E04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E02 

4.85&03 

4.85&03 

IVbintenance  Run 

68 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

6.19E01 

3.55E01 

7.84&02 

2.44&01 

9.30&02 

252E-02 

4.09E-O2 

4.48E-02 

3.31E63 

9.13B04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E02 

4.85E03 

4.85E03 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84&02 

2.44E01 

9.30e02 

252&02 

4.09eO2 

4.48B02 

3.31&03 

9.13E04 

9.68E-04 

6.75&02 

4.85E03 

4.85&03 

8 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

1.15E4)2 

3.99&03 

2.29&03 

5.05EO4 

1.57&03 

6.00&04 

1.63E04 

2.63E4)4 

2.89e04 

1.76&03 

7.94&04 

5.09&04 

5.06EO2 

254&03 

TTfTFijn  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E01 

7.84&02 

2.44E01 

9.30e02 

252&02 

4.09B02 

4.48&02 

3.31&03 

9.13&04 

9.68E-04 

6.75&02 

4.85E03 

4.85&03 

6 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

1.15&02 

3.99e03 

2.29&03 

5.05eO4 

1.57E03 

6.00&04 

1.63E-04 

2.63&04 

2.89E04 

1.76E03 

7.94&04 

5.09BO4 

5.06EO2 

254&03 

1  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

Eddehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac^lein 

Naphthalene 

Be™=ne 

TCu=ne 

Ethyl- 

berEene 

Xy,e™» 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Total  HAPs, 

TPY 

8.75 

5.02 

1.11 

3.44 

1.32 

0.36 

0.58 

0.63 

0.05 

0.01 

0.01 

0.95 

0.07 

0.07 

46.66 

26.75 

5.91 

18.37 

7.01 

1.90 

3.08 

3.38 

0.25 

0.07 

0.07 

5.09 

0.37 

0.37 

1.37 

0.79 

0.17 

0.54 

0.21 

0.06 

0.09 

0.10 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.15 

0.01 

0.01 

0.13 

0.04 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.57 

0.03 

2.06 

1.18 

0.26 

0.81 

0.31 

0.08 

0.14 

0.15 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.22 

0.02 

0.02 

0.19 

0.07 

0.04 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.85 

0.04 

0.02958249 

0.016925 

0.00375938 

0.011587815 

0.00444445 

0.00120878 

0.00194571 

0.00213478 

0.00016142 

a81459E-05 

5.71806E-05 

0.003216092 

a0009419 

0.00026628 

0.07629942 

TEdsle  D3.5-33.  GHG  Errissions,  Engine  Tests,  RickenbEKker,  Proposed  /^ion 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deflation 

(hrs) 

NeflTberof 

1  Errission  Factor(1)  | 

coe 

CH4 

N20 

/^tuEd  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC46A 

Defueling 

17 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

45,465.24 

1.26 

1.41 

Nteintenance  Run 

68 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

242,481.25 

6.71 

7.54 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

8 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

7,131.80 

0.20 

0.22 

8 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

36,168.42 

1.00 

1.12 

TRT  Fijn  4  Engine 

6 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

10,697.70 

0.30 

0.33 

6 

80%RP1V1 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

54,252.63 

1.50 

1.69 

iTotal,  tpY 

180 

0.00 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  D8.5-34.  Ric^^enbacker  Corrparison  of  Emissions 

Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

nok 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Aircraft  Ops 

4.63 

68.57 

64.35 

6.38 

0.34 

0.34 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

011 

1.55 

0.43 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

4.55 

67.35 

3.55 

0.05 

015 

0.07 

Total 

9.29 

137.50 

68.48 

6.50 

0.51 

0.42 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NOK 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Aircraft  Ops 

21.73 

77.82 

123.58 

7.78 

0.57 

0.49 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.15 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

059 

2.03 

0.54 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

4.09 

60.59 

2.68 

0.05 

015 

0.07 

Total 

26.43 

140.46 

126.95 

7.90 

0.73 

0.57 

Net  Increase 

17.13 

Z96 

58.47 

1.40 

0.23 

0.15 

Table  D3.5-35.  Ricd^enbacker  Comparison  of  hlAP  Emissions 


Annual  hlAP  Emissions,  tons/year 


Baseline 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Asrdein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

Aircraft  Ops 

0.23 

0.00 

OOO 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 

AGE 

0.03 

0.02 

OOO 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

OOO 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total 

0.26 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.04 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 

Proposed  Action 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Asrdein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

Aircraft  Ops 

3.10 

1.07 

062 

0.14 

0.42 

0.16 

0.01 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

o 

o 

0.00 

0.31 

0.02 

AGE 

003 

0.02 

OOO 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

003 

OOO 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Total 

3.15 

0.62 

0.15 

0.45 

0.17 

0.05 

0.07 

0.08 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.31 

0.02 

Net  Increase 

2.89 

1.09 

0.62 

0.14 

0.42 

0.13 

0.04 

0.06 

0.07 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

Table  D3.5-36.  Rid^enbacker  Comparison  of  GHG  Emissions 

Annual  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 


Baseline 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

C02e 

Aircraft  Ops 

17562 

0.49 

0.55 

17742 

AGE 

3298 

0.09 

0.11 

3333 

Engine  Tests 

183 

0.01 

0.01 

185 

PCVs 

2407 

0.00 

0.00 

2407 

Total 

23451 

0.58 

0.66 

23667 

Proposed  Action 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

Aircraft  Ops 

21009 

0.53 

060 

21206 

AGE 

3291 

0.09 

Oil 

3326 

Engine  Tests 

180 

0.00 

O01 

182 

PCVs 

2430 

0.00 

OOO 

2430 

Total 

26909 

0.63 

0.71 

27143 

Net  Increase 

3458 

0.05 

0.05 

3476 

D3-79 


D3-80 


Final  -  June  2014 


Appendix  E 


Special  Status  Species  Lists 


Final  -  June  2014 


APPENDIX  E  SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES  LISTS 


Special  Status  Species  Observed  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Vicinity  of  Forbes  ANGS 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  on 
Forbes  Field  Airport 

1  Birds  1 

Eskimo  Curlew 

Numenius  borealis 

FE,  SE 

U 

Least  Tern 

Sternula  antillarum 

FE,  SE 

U 

Piping  Plover 

Charadrius  melodus 

FT,  ST 

u 

Snowy  Plover 

Charadrius  alexandrinus 

ST 

u 

Whooping  Crane 

Grus  americana 

FE,  SE 

u 

1  Mammals  | 

1  Eastern  spotted  skunk 

Spilogale  putorius 

ST 

u  n 

1  Amphibians  and  Reptiles  | 

1  Smooth  earth  snake 

Virginia  valeriae 

ST 

u  n 

1  Fish  1 

Silver  chub 

Macrhybopsis  storeriana 

SE 

u 

Sturgeon  chub 

Macrhybopsis  gelida 

FC,  ST 

u 

Topeka  shiner 

Notropis  topeka 

FE,  ST 

u 

1  Invertebrates  | 

1  American  burying  beetle 

Nicrophorus  americanus 

FE,  SE 

U  1 

Notes:  FT  =  Federal  Threatened,  FE  =  Federal  Endangered,  FC  =  Federal  Candidate,  ST  =  State 

Threatened,  SE  =  State  Endangered,  U  =  Unlikely 

Sources'.  190*  Air  Refueling  Wing  2004;  Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife,  Parks  and  Tourism  2005, 
2013. 
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Special  Status  Species  Observed  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Vicinity  of  JB  MDL 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Federal 

Status/State 

Status 

Occurrence  On 
McGuire  Field 

Birds  1 

American  Bittern 

Botaums  lentiginosus 

SE 

P 

American  Kestrel 

Falco  sparverius 

ST 

O 

Bald  Eagle 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

ST/SE 

P 

Barred  Owl 

Strix  varia 

ST 

P 

Black-crowned  Night  Heron 

Nycticorax  nycticorax 

ST 

P 

Grasshopper  Sparrow 

Ammodramus  savannamm 

ST 

O 

Henslow’s  Sparrow 

Ammodramus  henslowii 

SE 

P 

Homed  Lark 

Eremophila  alpestris 

ST 

P 

Long-eared  Owl 

Asia  otus 

ST 

P 

Northern  Goshawk 

Accipiter  gentilis 

SE 

P 

Northern  Harrier 

Circus  cyaneus 

SE 

o 

Osprey 

Pandion  haliaetus 

ST 

p 

Pied-billed  Grebe 

Podilymbus  podiceps 

SE 

o 

Red-headed  Woodpecker 

Malanerpes  erythrocephalus 

ST 

p 

Red-shouldered  Hawk 

Buteo  lineatus 

ST/SE 

p 

Savannah  Sparrow 

Passerculus  sandwichensis 

ST 

o 

Sedge  Wren 

Cistothoms  platensis 

SE 

p 

Upland  Sandpiper 

Bartramia  longicauda 

SE 

o 

Vesper  Sparrow 

Pooecetes  gramineus 

SE 

p 

Mammals  | 

Bobcat 

Lynx  rufus 

SE 

p  1 

Amphibians  and  Reptiles  | 

Bog  turtle 

Clemmys  muhlenbergii 

FT,  SE 

p 

Corn  snake 

Elaphe  guttata 

SE 

p 

Eastern  mud  salamander 

Pseudotriton  montanus 

montanus 

ST 

p 

Northern  pine  snake 

Pituophis  melanoleucus 
melanoleucus 

ST 

p 

Southern  gray  treefrog 

Hyla  chrysoscelis 

SE 

p 

Timber  rattlesnake 

Crotalus  horridus 

SE 

p 

Pine  Barrens  treefrog 

Hyla  andersonii 

ST 

p 

Wood  turtle 

Glyptemys  insculpta 

ST 

p 

Invertebrates  | 

Arogos  skipper 

Atrytone  arogos 

SE 

p 

Frosted  elfin 

Callophrys  irus 

ST 

p 

Silver-bordered  fritillary 

Boloria  selene 

ST 

p 

1  Plants  1 

American  chaffseed 

Schwalbea  americana 

FE,  SE 

p 

Bog  (Yellow)  asphodel 

Narthecium  americanum 

C,  SE 

p 

Knieskem’s  beaked-msh 

Rhynchospora  knieskernii 

FT,  SE 

p 

Swamp  pink 

Helonias  bullata 

FT,  SE 

p 

Notes:  FE  =  Federally  Endangered,  FT  =  Federally  Threatened,  C  =  Candidate  Species,  SE  =  State  Endangered,  ST  = 

State  Threatened,  P  =  Potential,  O  =  Observed 

Source:  87*  Civil  Engineer  Squadron  2012,  Air  Mobility  Command  2008,  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection  2013. 
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Special  Status  Species  Observed  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Vicinity  of  Pease  ANGS 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Federal 

Status/State 

Status 

Occurrence  On 
Portsmouth 
International 
Airport 

Birds  1 

Bald  Eagle 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

ST 

O 

Common  Loon 

Gavia  immer 

ST 

O 

Common  Nighthawk 

Chordeiles  minor 

SE 

O 

Common  Tern 

Sterna  hirundo 

ST 

O 

Northern  Harrier 

Circus  cyaneus 

SE 

O 

Peregrine  Falcon 

Falco  peregrinus 

ST 

O 

Upland  Sandpiper 

Bartramia  longicauda 

SE 

O 

Mammals  | 

1  New  England  cottontail 

Sylvilagus  transitionalis 

C,  SE 

P  1 

Amphibians  and  Reptiles  | 

1  Blanding’s  turtle 

Emydoidea  blandingii 

SE 

P  1 

1  Plants  1 

Large  bur-reed 

Sparganium  eurycarpum 

ST 

P 

Northern  blazing  star 

Liatris  scariosa  var.  novae- 
angliae 

SE 

P 

Seaside  mallow 

Hibiscus  moscheutos 

SE 

P 

Small  whorled  pogonia 

Isotria  medeoloides 

FT,  ST 

U 

Notes'.  FT  =  Federally  Threatened,  C  =  Candidate  Species,  SE  =  State  Endangered,  ST  =  State  Threatened,  O  = 
Observed,  P  =  Potential;  U  =  Unlikely 

Source'.  157*  Air  Refueling  Wing  2013,  New  Flampshire  Fish  and  Game  2013,  New  Flampshire  Natural  Fleritage 
Bureau  2013. 
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Special  Status  Species  Observed  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Vicinity  of 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Federal 

Status/State 

Status 

Occurrence  On 
Pittsburgh 
International 
Airport 

Birds  1 

Short-eared  Owl 

Asia  flammeus 

SE 

P 

Northern  Harrier 

Circus  cyaneus 

ST 

P 

Peregrine  Faleon 

Falco  peregrinus 

SE 

P 

Bald  Eagle 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

ST 

P 

Migrant  Loggerhead  Shrike 

Lanius  ludovicianus  migrans 

SE 

P 

Mammals  | 

1  Indiana  bat 

Myotis  sodalis 

FE 

P  1 

Amphibians  and  Reptiles  | 

Northern  erieket  frog 

Acris  crepitans 

SE 

P 

Kirtland’s  snake 

Clonophis  kirtlandii 

SE 

P 

Eastern  massasauga 

Sistrurus  catenatus  catenatus 

C,  SE 

P 

Fish  1 

Warmouth 

Chaenohryttus  gulosus 

SE 

U 

Ghost  shiner 

Notropis  buchanani 

SE 

U 

Bluebreast  darter 

Etheostoma  camurum 

ST 

u 

Tippeeanoe  darter 

Etheostoma  tippeeanoe 

ST 

u 

Southern  redbelly  daee 

Phoxinus  erythrogaster 

ST 

u 

Plants  1 

Northern  water  plantain 

Alisma  triviale 

SE 

p 

Searlet  ammannia 

Ammannia  coccinea 

SE 

p 

Carey’s  sedge 

Carex  careyana 

SE 

p 

Cattail  sedge 

Carex  typhina 

SE 

p 

Vasevine  leather-flower 

Clematis  viorna 

SE 

p 

Small  yellow  lady’s-slipper 

Cypripedium  parviflorum 
var.  parviflorum 

SE 

p 

Tall  larkspur 

Delphinium  exaltatum 

SE 

p 

Common  shootingstar 

Dodecatheon  meadia 

SE 

p 

Four-angled  spike-rush 

Eleocharis  quadrangulata 

SE 

p 

Cluster  feseue 

Festuca  paradoxa 

SE 

p 

Bieknell’s  hoary  roekrose 

Helianthemum  hicknellii 

SE 

p 

Purple  roeket 

lodanthus  pinnatifidus 

SE 

p 

Crested  dwarf  iris 

Iris  cristata 

SE 

p 

Forked  rush 

Juncus  dichotomus 

SE 

p 

Ameriean  gromwell 

Lithospermum  latifolium 

SE 

p 

Large-flowered  marshallia 

Marshallia  grandiflora 

SE 

p 

Oblique  milkvine 

Matelea  ohliqua 

SE 

p 

Spotted  beebalm 

Monarda  punctata 

SE 

p 

Northern  watermilfoil 

Myriophyllum  exalbescens 

SE 

p 

Round  hiekorynut 

Obovaria  subrotunda 

SE 

p 

False  gromwell 

Onosmodium  molle 

SE 

p 

Passionflower 

Passiflora  lutea 

SE 

p 

Balsam  poplar 

Populus  balsamifera 

SE 

p 

Tennessee  pondweed 

Potamogeton  tennesseensis 

SE 

p 

Crepis  rattlesnake-root 

Prenanthes  crepidinea 

SE 

p 
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Special  Status  Species  Observed  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Vicinity  of 

Pittsburgh  ANGS 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Federal 

Status/State 

Status 

Occurrence  On 
Pittsburgh 
International 
Airport 

Eastern  blue-eyed  grass 

Sisyrinchium  atlanticum 

SE 

P 

Wild  hyaeinth 

Triteleia  hyacinthina 

ST 

P 

Harbinger  of  spring 

Erigenia  bulbosa 

ST 

P 

Torrey’s  rush 

Juncus  torreyi 

ST 

O 

Common  hoptree 

Ptelea  trifoliata 

ST 

P 

Limestone  petunia 

Ruellia  strepens 

ST 

P 

1  Invertebrates  | 

Sheepnose  mussel 

Plethobasus  cyphyus 

FE,  ST 

U 

Snuffbox 

Epioblasma  triquetra 

SE 

U 

Gravel  chub 

Erimystax  x-punctatus 

SE 

u 

Rabbitsfoot 

Quadrula  cylindrica 

C,  SE 

u 

Pistolgrip  mussel 

Quadrula  verrucosa 

SE 

u 

Notes'.  FE  =  Federally  Endangered,  C  =  Candidate  Species,  SE  =  State  Endangered,  ST  =  State  Threatened,  O  = 


Observed,  P  =  Potential;  U  =  Unlikely 

Source:  Pennsylvania  Natural  Fleritage  Program  2013,  17U'  Air  Refueling  Wing  2012. 
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Special  Status  Species  Observed  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Vicinity  of 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  on 
Rickenbacker 
International 
Airport 

Birds  1 

Short-eared  Owl 

Asia  flammeus 

SE 

P 

Northern  Harrier 

Circus  cyaneus 

SE 

O 

Bam  Owl 

Tyto  alha 

ST 

P 

Peregrine  Faleon 

Falco  peregrinus 

FSC, ST 

P 

Upland  Sandpiper 

Bartramia  longicauda 

SE 

P 

Bald  Eagle 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

ST 

P 

Migrant  Loggerhead  Shrike 

Lanius  ludovicianus  migrans 

SE 

P 

Mammals  | 

Indiana  bat 

Myotis  sodalis 

FE,  SE 

P  1 

Amphibians  and  Reptiles  | 

Kirtland’s  snake 

Clonophis  kirtlandii 

SE 

P 

Eastern  massasauga 

Sistrurus  catenatus  catenatus 

C,  SE 

P 

Fish  1 

Warmouth 

Chaenobryttus  gulosus 

SE 

U 

Gravel  ehub 

Erimystax  x-punctatus 

SE 

U 

Ghost  shiner 

Notropis  buchanani 

SE 

u 

Bluebreast  darter 

Etheostoma  camurum 

ST 

u 

Tippeeanoe  darter 

Etheostoma  tippeeanoe 

ST 

u 

Southern  redbelly  daee 

Phoxinus  erythrogaster 

ST 

u 

Invertebrates  | 

Snuffbox 

Epioblasma  triquetra 

FE,  SE 

u 

Rabbitsfoot 

Quadrula  cylindrica 

C,  SE 

u 

Pistolgrip  mussel 

Quadrula  verrucosa 

SE 

u 

Sheepnose  mussel 

Plethobasus  cyphyus 

FE,  ST 

u 

Plants  1 

Gattinger’s-foxglove 

Acorus  americanus 

ST 

p 

Spreading  roekeress 

Arabis  patens 

SE 

p 

Northern  water  plantain 

Alisma  triviale 

SE 

p 

Searlet  ammannia 

Ammannia  coccinea 

SE 

p 

Carey’s  sedge 

Carex  careyana 

SE 

p 

Cattail  sedge 

Carex  typhina 

SE 

p 

Vasevine  leather-flower 

Clematis  viorna 

SE 

p 

Small  yellow  lady’s-slipper 

Cypripedium  parviflorum 
var.  parviflorum 

SE 

p 

Tall  larkspur 

Delphinium  exaltatum 

SE 

p 

Common  shootingstar 

Dodecatheon  meadia 

SE 

p 

Four-angled  spike-msh 

Eleocharis  quadrangulata 

SE 

p 

Cluster  feseue 

Festuca  paradoxa 

SE 

p 

Bieknell’s  hoary  roekrose 

Helianthemum  bicknellii 

SE 

p 

Purple  roeket 

lodanthus  pinnatifidus 

SE 

p 

Crested  dwarf  iris 

Iris  cristata 

SE 

p 

Forked  msh 

Juncus  dichotomus 

SE 

p 

Ameriean  gromwell 

Lithospermum  latifolium 

SE 

p 
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Special  Status  Species  Observed  or  Potentially  Occurring  in  the  Vicinity  of 

Rickenbacker  ANGS 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Status 

Occurrence  on 
Rickenbacker 
International 
Airport 

Large-flowered  marshallia 

Marshallia  grandiflora 

SE 

P 

Oblique  milkvine 

Matelea  obliqua 

SE 

P 

Spotted  beebalm 

Monarda  punctata 

SE 

P 

Northern  watermilfoil 

Myriophyllum  exalbescens 

SE 

P 

Round  hiekorynut 

Obovaria  subrotunda 

SE 

P 

False  gromwell 

Onosmodium  molle 

SE 

P 

Passionflower 

Passiflora  lutea 

SE 

P 

Balsam  poplar 

Populus  balsamifera 

SE 

P 

Tennessee  pondweed 

Potamogeton  tennesseensis 

SE 

P 

Crepis  rattlesnakeroot 

Prenanthes  crepidinea 

SE 

P 

Eastern  blue-eyed  grass 

Sisyrinchium  atlanticum 

SE 

P 

Wild  hyaeinth 

Triteleia  hyacinthina 

ST 

P 

Flarbinger  of  spring 

Erigenia  bulbosa 

ST 

P 

Torrey’s  rush 

Juncus  torreyi 

ST 

P 

Common  hoptree 

Ptelea  trifoliata 

ST 

P 

Limestone  petunia 

Ruellia  strepens 

ST 

P 

Notes  FT  =  Federal  Threatened,  FE  =  Federal  Endangered,  FC  =  Federal  Candidate,  ST  =  State  Threatened,  SE  = 


State  Endangered,  O  =  Observed,  P  =  Potential,  U  =  Unlikely;  FSC  =  Federal  Species  of  Concern 
Sources'.  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources  2012;  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  2005,  2010. 
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ACRONYMS  AND  ABBREVIATIONS 


°F 

degree  Fahrenheit 

NGB 

National  Guard  Bureau 

108  WG 

lOS^Wing 

NJANG 

New  Jersey  Air  National  Guard 

AAQS 

Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

NJDEP 

New  Jersey  Department  of 

AFB 

Air  Foree  Base 

Environmental  Proteetion 

AFCEC 

Air  Foree  Civil  Engineering  Center 

NO2 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 

AFI 

Air  Foree  Instmetion 

NO, 

Oxides  of  Nitrogen 

AGE 

Aerospaee  Ground  Equipment 

O3 

Ozone 

AGE 

Above  Ground  Level 

PAA 

Primary  Aerospaee  Vehieles  Authorized 

ANGS 

Air  National  Guard  Station 

Pb 

Lead 

ARW 

Air  Refueling  Wing 

PMio 

Partieulate  Matter  Less  Than  or  Equal  to 

CAA 

Clean  Air  Aet 

10  Mierons  in  Diameter 

CEQ 

Couneil  on  Environmental  Quality 

PM2.5 

Partieulate  Matter  Less  Than  or  Equal  to 

CFR 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

2.5  Mierons  in  Diameter 

CO 

Carbon  Monoxide 

POV 

Privately-Owned  Vehiele 

C02e 

Carbon  Dioxide  Equivalent 

ROI 

Region  of  Influenee 

EDMS 

Emissions  and  Dispersion  Modeling  System 

SIP 

State  Implementation  Plan 

EIS 

Environmental  Impaet  Statement 

SO2 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

FAA 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

SO, 

Oxides  of  Sulfur 

JB  MDL 

Joint  Base  MeGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

tpy 

Tons  Per  Y ear 

MOB 

Main  Operating  Base 

U.S. 

United  States 

MOB  2 

Seeond  Main  Operating  Base 

USAF 

United  States  Air  Foree 

NAAQS 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

use 

United  States  Code 

NAS 

Naval  Air  Station 

USEPA 

United  States  Environmental  Proteetion  Ageney 

NEPA 

National  Environmental  Poliey  Aet 

VOC 

Volatile  Organie  Compound 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 
Proposed  Action 

The  United  States  Air  Foree  (USAF)  plans  to  replaee  existing  KC-135s  with  the  KC-46A,  whieh 
will  be  a  new  aireraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  This  aetion  would  involve  the  beddown  of  one 
KC-46A  squadron  eonsisting  of  12  Primary  Aerospaee  Vehieles  Authorized  (PAA),  and 
establishing  a  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB).  The  Seeretary  of  the  Air  Foree  proposes  to 
beddown  KC-46A  aireraft  for  the  Seeond  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2)  at  one  of  flve 
alternative  loeations: 

•  Alternative  #1  -  190*’^  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW),  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 
(ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Alternative  #2  -  108*  Wing  (108  WG)  ,  Joint  Base  MeGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL), 
New  Jersey; 

•  Alternative  #3  -  157*  ARW,  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Alternative  #4  -  17U*  ARW,  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and 

•  Alternative  #5  -  12U*  ARW,  Riekenbaeker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

As  stated  above,  the  Seeretary  of  the  Air  Foree  proposes  to  beddown  KC-46A  aireraft  for  the 
MOB  2  at  one  of  flve  alternative  loeations.  One  of  these  alternative  loeations  is  the  108  WG, 
loeated  at  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey.  Alternative  #2  proposes  to  replaee  the  existing  KC-135  aireraft 
with  the  KC-46A  at  JB  MDL,  which  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey, 
in  Ocean  and  Burlington  counties.  If  this  location  is  chosen,  the  Proposed  Action  would 
contribute  to  regional  air  emissions  at  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey. 

Conformity  Background 

Air  quality  at  a  speciflc  location  is  described  by  the  concentration  of  various  pollutants  in  the 
atmosphere,  and  is  determined  by  local  and  regional  emissions,  the  size  and  topography  of  the 
air  basin,  and  local  and  regional  meteorological  influences.  The  significance  of  a  pollutant 
concentration  in  a  region  or  geographical  area  is  determined  by  comparing  it  to  federal  and/or 
state  ambient  air  quality  standards  (AAQS).  Under  the  authority  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA) 
and  subsequent  amendments,  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  has 
established  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  to  protect  public  health  and 
welfare,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety.  These  NAAQS  represent  the  maximum  allowable 
atmospheric  concentrations  and  were  established  for  seven  “criteria”  pollutants:  ozone  (O3), 
nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio),  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5 
microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5),  and  lead  (Pb).  Oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  include  nitric  oxide,  NO2, 
and  other  nitrogen  compounds.  Because  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  and  NOx  are 
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precursors  to  the  formation  of  O3  in  the  atmosphere,  control  of  these  pollutants  is  the  primary 
method  of  reducing  O3  concentrations  in  the  atmosphere. 

Should  Alternative  #2  be  implemented,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  108  WG 
installation  at  JB  MDL  in  New  Jersey.  The  USEPA  has  classified  the  Philadelphia-Wilmington- 
Atlantic  City  area  of  the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  New  Jersey  as  nonattainment  for 
the  8-hour  O3  (marginal  nonattainment)  and  PM2.5  NAAQS,  and  a  maintenance  area  for  CO. 
The  region  is  designated  as  an  attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  pollutants.  While 
General  Conformity  applicability  analyses  and  determinations  are  not  required  for  those  criteria 
pollutants  that  are  designated  as  being  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS,  implementation  of  this 
alternative  would  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA,  as  articulated  in 
the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Implementing  regulations  were  revised  by  the  USEPA  on 
April  5,  2010,  and  changed  the  existing  regulations  found  in  40  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations 
(CER)  Part  51,  Subpart  W  and  Part  93,  Subpart  B  (USEPA  2010). 

Based  on  the  nonattainment  classification  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for 
the  General  Conformity  Rule  for  O3  precursors  (NOx  and  VOCs),  PM2.5,  and  CO  emissions  are 
all  100  tons  per  year  (tpy).  According  to  the  CAA  general  conformity  rule,  a  federal  agency  (in 
this  case,  the  National  Guard  Bureau  [NGB])  must  assess  whether  their  Proposed  Action  would 
contribute  to  the  further  degradation  of  air  quality  or  prevent  attainment  of  air  quality  standards 
in  areas  that  are  designated  as  nonattainment  or  maintenance. 

Therefore,  the  NGB  is  conducting  this  review  to  document  whether  the  Proposed  Action 
meets  the  conformity  rule.  There  are  two  main  components  to  this  documentation  of 
conformity:  1)  an  applicability  analysis  to  determine  whether  a  conformity  determination  is 
required,  and  if  it  is,  2)  a  conformity  determination  to  evaluate  whether  the  action  conforms  to 
the  attainment  plans  in  the  applicable  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP). 

Under  the  General  Conformity  Rule,  air  emissions  from  a  Proposed  Action  must  be  below  de 
minimis  levels  for  nonattainment  or  maintenance  pollutants  to  be  exempt  from  a  formal 
conformity  determination.  Proposed  Actions  that  equal  or  exceed  these  thresholds  in  any  given 
year  must  undergo  a  detailed  analysis,  and  a  formal  conformity  determination  is  required. 
General  Conformity  applicability  analyses  and  determinations  are  not  required  for  those  criteria 
pollutants  that  are  designated  as  being  in  attainment  of  the  NAAQS. 

Emissions  Evaluation 

The  108  WG  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air 
refueling  mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  108  WG  include  aircraft 
fueling,  aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground 
vehicle  maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations 
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involve  activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance, 
engine  maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 

Alternative  #2  involves  both  construction  of  new  facilities  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  aircraft, 
and  operational  emissions  associated  with  the  KC-46A  aircraft.  The  KC-46A  beddown  at  JB 
MDL  would  require  construction  and  renovation  of  existing  airfield  facilities,  including  hangars, 
buildings,  and  aprons  and  ramps.  Air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  construction 
activities  would  be  below  the  applicable  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants.  Table  ES-1 
provides  a  summary  of  the  construction  emissions  for  the  proposed  action. 

Table  ES-1,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #2 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NO, 

VOC 

PM2.S 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3333 

1.43 

2.28 

0.40 

1.77 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

1.46 

2.32 

0.41 

1.80 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.04 

Project  #4  -  New  Simulator  Building 

0.54 

0.85 

0.15 

0.63 

Project  #5  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp 
and  Taxiway 

4.28 

10.18 

1.06 

3.00 

Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and 
Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Option  1 

8.01 

16.11 

2.08 

7.23 

De  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide. 


Emissions  sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  the  108  WG 
installation  include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aircraft;  (2)  on-site 
privately-owned  vehicles  (POVs);  (3)  off-site  POV  commutes;  and  (4)  Aerospace  Ground 
Equipment  (AGE).  It  was  assumed  that  other  sources,  including  non-road  mobile  equipment, 
mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  source  emissions  would  be  unchanged. 

Table  ES-2  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A 
operations  at  the  108  WG  installation.  Table  ES-2  also  presents  the  net  emissions  increase 
associated  with  the  beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  JB  MDL.  As  shown  in  Table  ES-2,  the 
net  emissions  increases  are  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  except  NOx. 
Emissions  of  NOx  would  exceed  the  de  minimis  threshold,  and  this  alternative  would  therefore 
require  a  Conformity  Determination  under  the  General  Conformity  Rule. 
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Table  ES-2,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions  of 
Non-Attainment  and  Maintenance  Criteria  Pollutants,  108  WG  Installation 


2^ 

Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.01 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.12 

Total 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

0.53 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

26.19 

100.37 

294.03 

0.96 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.17 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.01 

POVs 

4.75 

126.34 

3.97 

0.12 

Total 

32.48 

231.97 

299.54 

1.11 

Net  Increase 

24.01 

70.19 

210.36 

0.58 

De  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in 
diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV 
=  privately-owned  vehicle. 

In  accordance  with  40  CFR  Part  93,  Subpart  B,  40  CFR  Part  51,  Subpart  W  and  the  2010  Air 
Foree  Conformity  Guide,  the  incremental  inerease  in  emissions  above  the  existing  conditions  due 
to  Alternative  #2  was  considered  and  includes  reasonable  foreseeable  direct  and  indirect 
emissions.  The  applicability  analysis  has  found  that  this  federal  action  is  subject  to  general 
eonformity,  so  the  federal  agency  must  demonstrate  conformity  to  the  SIP. 

Based  on  the  evaluation  of  the  emissions  associated  with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #2, 
the  estimated  annual  net  increase  in  NOx  emissions  from  operations  would  be  210.36  tpy. 
Therefore,  a  positive  eonformity  determination  is  required.  To  demonstrate  positive  conformity, 
the  NGB  has  reviewed  the  emissions  budget  in  the  applicable  SIP. 

The  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Proteetion  (NJDEP)  has  included  an  emissions 
budget  for  McGuire  Air  Eorce  Base  (AEB)  and  Eakehurst  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  within  its 
currently  approved  SIP.  The  emission  budget  for  NOx  from  the  currently  approved  SIP  for 
McGuire  AFB  is  1,534  tpy  (NJDEP  2007).  The  USAE  has  calculated  aetual  emissions  for 
calendar  year  2011  from  McGuire  AEB  based  on  current  operations  using  the  Emissions  and 
Dispersion  Modeling  System  (EDMS)  software  (Federal  Aviation  Administration  [FAA]  2013). 
Table  ES-3  presents  the  actual  emissions  for  2011  in  comparison  with  the  SIP  emissions  budget. 
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Table  ES-3,  Comparison  of  Baseline  Actual  Emissions  and  McGuire  AFB  SIP  Budget 


Emission  Source 

Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

NO, 

McGuire  Stationary  Sources  (Title  V),  CY2011 

23.24 

Air  Operations  (Based  and  Transient  Aircraft,  CY201 1) 

959.4 

Non-road  Vehicles  (2005) 

92.65 

Other  point  sources 

7.6 

Capital  Improvements  Plan,  annual 

10.29 

Total 

1093.2 

Remaining  Emissions  Bndget 

1534.0 

Additional  Emissions  Bndget 

440.8 

As  shown  in  Table  ES-3,  the  amount  of  NOx  emissions  accounted  for  in  the  SIP  for  McGuire 
AFB  exceeds  the  actual  emissions  by  440.8  tpy;  thus,  the  net  emissions  increase  (210.36  tpy)  that 
would  be  associated  with  Alternative  #2  is  accommodated  within  the  existing  SIP  budget  by 
230.44  tpy.  The  net  NOx  emissions  from  the  USAF  action  would  therefore  not  exceed  the 
emissions  budgets  in  the  applicable  SIP,  and  Alternative  #2  would  conform  to  the  SIP. 

Conclusions  of  the  General  Conformity  Determination 

Based  on  the  evaluation  of  the  emissions  associated  with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #2, 
the  estimated  annual  net  increase  in  NOx  emissions  from  operations  would  be  210.36  tpy. 
Therefore,  a  conformity  determination  was  conducted,  and  it  was  found  that  the  emissions 
increase  in  NOx  associated  with  Alternative  #2  is  accounted  for  in  the  currently  approved  SIP 
emissions  budget.  Accordingly,  Alternative  #2  will  conform  to  the  currently  approved  SIP. 

Finding  of  Conformity 

The  USAF  has  reviewed  and  evaluated  the  conformity  applicability  analysis  and  documentation, 
and  it  has  determined  that  a  draft  positive  general  conformity  may  be  made  based  on  the 
identification  and  accounting  for  the  emissions  within  the  McGuire  AFB  emissions  budget  in  the 
SIP  per  40  CFR  §  93.158(a)(5)(i)(A). 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

The  United  States  Air  Foree  (USAF)  plans  to  replaee  existing  KC-135s  with  the  KC-46A,  whieh 
will  be  a  new  aircraft  to  the  USAF’s  fleet.  This  action  would  involve  the  beddown  of  one 
KC-46A  squadron  consisting  of  12  Primary  Aerospace  Vehicles  Authorized  (PAA),  and 
establishing  a  KC-46A  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB).  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  proposes  to 
beddown  KC-46A  aircraft  for  the  Second  Main  Operating  Base  (MOB  2)  at  one  of  five 
alternative  locations: 

•  Alternative  #1  -  190*’^  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ARW),  Forbes  Air  National  Guard  Station 
(ANGS),  Kansas; 

•  Alternative  #2  -  108**^  Wing  (108  WG)  ,  Joint  Base  McGuire -Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  MDL), 
New  Jersey; 

•  Alternative  #3  -  157**'  ARW,  Pease  ANGS,  New  Hampshire; 

•  Alternative  #4  -  17U*  ARW,  Pittsburgh  ANGS,  Pennsylvania;  and 

•  Alternative  #5  -  12U*  ARW,  Rickenbacker  ANGS,  Ohio. 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969  (42  United  States 
Code  [USC]  4321-4347),  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations  for 
Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  NEPA  (40  Code  of  Eederal  Regulations  [CER]  Parts 
1500-1508),  and  32  CER  Part  989  et  seq.,  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process  (formerly 
promulgated  as  Air  Eorce  Instruction  [API]  32-7061),  the  National  Guard  Bureau  (NGB)  has 
prepared  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  which  considers  the  potential  consequences 
to  the  human  and  natural  environment  that  may  result  from  implementation  of  this  action.  This 
Conformity  Determination  is  included  as  Appendix  P  of  the  EIS. 

This  document  addresses  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency’s  (USEPA) 
General  Conformity  Rule  requirements  and  how  they  relate  to  implementation  of  the  Proposed 
Action  or  alternatives.  The  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  requires  any  federal  agency,  such  as  the  NGB, 
to  assess  whether  their  proposed  action  would  contribute  to  further  degradation  of  air  quality  or 
prevent  the  attainment  of  air  quality  standards.  As  an  alternative  to  the  Preferred  Alternative 
analyzed  in  the  EIS,  the  NGB  would  propose  to  implement  a  major  federal  action  that  would 
contribute  to  regional  air  emissions  at  JB  MDL,  New  Jersey.  JB  MDL  is  located  in  the  central 
portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in  Ocean  and  Burlington  counties.  Therefore,  the  Region  of 
Influence  (ROI)  for  this  alternative  includes  the  Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic  City  area  of 
the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  New  Jersey.  The  ROI  is  classified  as  nonattainment 
for  the  8-hour  ozone  (O3)  (marginal  nonattainment)  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS),  and  a  maintenance  area  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  and  particulate  matter  less  than  or 
equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter  (PM2.5). 
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2.0  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS 

Individual  states  are  delegated  the  responsibility  to  regulate  air  quality  in  order  to  achieve  or 
maintain  air  quality  in  attainment  with  regulatory  standards.  The  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (NJDEP)  is  the  agency  responsible  for  the  regulation  of  air  quality 
within  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  regulates  air  quality  through  the  New 
Jersey  Administrative  Code,  Title  1:21  A  through  7:27D.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  has  adopted 
additional  ambient  air  quality  standards  (AAQS)  that  apply  within  the  state.  The  NAAQS  and 
state  AAQS  are  summarized  in  Table  1. 

2.1  Air  Quality  Designations 

As  part  of  the  CAA,  the  USEPA  has  established  criteria  for  seven  major  pollutants  of  concern, 
called  “criteria  pollutants.”  These  criteria  pollutants  include  CO,  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  nitrogen 
dioxide  (NO2),  O3,  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter  (PMio),  PM2.5, 
and  lead  (Pb).  Emissions  of  Pb  are  not  addressed  because  the  affected  areas  contain  no 
significant  sources  of  this  criteria  pollutant,  and  108  WG  operations  would  not  result  in 
substantial  emissions  of  Pb.  The  criteria  set  for  these  pollutants,  the  NAAQS,  represent 
maximum  levels  of  background  pollution  that  are  considered  safe,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety  to  protect  the  public  health  and  welfare.  Based  on  measured  ambient  criteria  pollutant 
data,  the  USEPA  designates  areas  in  the  United  States  (U.S.)  as  having  air  quality  better  than 
(attainment)  or  worse  than  (nonattainment)  the  NAAQS.  Areas  that  lack  monitoring  data  to 
demonstrate  attainment  or  nonattainment  status  are  designated  as  unclassified  and  are  treated  as 
attainment  areas  for  regulatory  purposes.  Once  a  nonattainment  area  meets  the  standards  and 
additional  redesignation  requirements  in  the  CAA  (Section  107(d)(3)(E),  USEPA  will  designate 
the  area  as  a  “maintenance  area.”  Maintenance  areas  are  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
maintenance  plans  that  are  designed  to  ensure  that  the  area  continues  to  meet  the  standards.  A 
maintenance  area  remains  subject  to  the  General  Conformity  Rule.  Varying  levels  of  attainment 
have  been  established  for  O3,  CO,  and  PMio  to  indicate  the  severity  of  the  air  quality  problem 
(i.e.,  the  classification  runs  from  moderate  to  serious  for  CO  and  PMio  and  from  marginal  to 
extreme  for  O3).  As  stated  in  Chapter  1.0,  the  ROI  is  classified  as  nonattainment  for  the  8-hour 
O3  (marginal  nonattainment)  NAAQS,  and  a  maintenance  area  for  CO  and  PM2.5.  Accordingly, 
this  Conformity  Determination  addresses  emissions  of  O3  precursors  (oxides  of  nitrogen  [NOx] 
and  volatile  organic  compounds  [VOCs]),  and  emissions  of  CO  and  PM2.5. 
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Table  1,  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


National  Standards  “  New  Jersey  Standards 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

Primary 

Secondary 

Primary 

Secondary 

O3 

8 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(147  pgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

1  -hour 

— 

— 

0.12  ppm 
(235  pg/m^) 

0.08  ppm 
(160  pgW) 

CO 

8 -hour 

9  ppm 
(10  mg/m^) 

— 

9  ppm 
(10  mgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

1  -hour 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

— 

35  ppm 
(40  mg/m^) 

Same  as 
primary 

NO2 

Annual 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pg/m^) 

Same  as 
primary 

0.053  ppm 
(100  pgW) 

Same  as 
primary 

1 -hour 

0.100  ppm 
(188  pg/m^) 

— 

— 

— 

SO2 

Annual 

— 

— 

0.03  ppm 
(80  pgW) 

0.02  ppm 
(60  pgW) 

24-hour 

— 

— 

0.14  ppm 
(365  pg/m^) 

0. 1  ppm 
(260  pgW) 

3 -hour 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pg/m') 

— 

0.5  ppm 
(1,300  pg/m') 

1 -hour 

0.075  ppm 
(189  pgW) 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Suspended 
Partieulate 

Annual 

— 

— 

75  pg/m^ 

60  pg/m^ 

24-hour 

— 

— 

260  pg/m^ 

150  pgW 

PMio 

Annual 

— 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

24-hour 

150  pg/m^ 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

PM2.5 

Annual 

12  pg/m^ 

15  pg/m^ 

— 

— 

24-hour 

35  pgW 

Same  as 
primary 

— 

— 

Pb 

Rolling  3 -month  period 

0.15  pgW 

Same  as 
primary 

1.5  pgW 

Same  as 
primary 

Notes',  a  Standards  other  than  the  1-hour  ozone,  24-hour  PMio,  24-hour  PM2.5,  and  those  based  on  annual  averages  are  not  to  be 


exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone  national  standard  has  replaced  the  1-hour  ozone  national  standard, 
b  Concentrations  are  expressed  first  in  units  in  which  they  were  promulgated.  Equivalent  units  given  in  parenthesis, 
c  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  to  protect  the  public  health.  Each 
state  must  attain  the  primary  standards  no  later  than  3  years  after  that  state’s  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the 
USEPA. 

d  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated 
adverse  effects  of  a  pollutant. 

pg/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  mg/m^  =  milligrams  per  cubic  meter;  NO2  =  nitrogen  dioxide; 
O3  =  ozone;  Pb  =  lead;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide 
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2.2  Federal  Requirements 

The  CAA  (42  USC  §§  7401 -767  Iq,  as  amended)  provided  the  authority  for  the  USEPA  to 
establish  nationwide  air  quality  standards  to  protect  public  health  and  welfare.  Federal 
standards,  known  as  the  NAAQS,  were  developed  for  six  criteria  pollutants:  O3,  NO2,  CO,  SO2, 
particulate  matter  (both  coarse  [PMio]  and  fine  inhalable  particulate  matter  [PM2.5]),  and  Pb 
(refer  to  Table  1).  The  Act  also  requires  that  each  state  prepare  a  State  Implementation  Plan 
(SIP)  for  maintaining  and  improving  air  quality  and  eliminating  violations  of  the  NAAQS.  In 
nonattainment  and  maintenance  areas,  the  CAA  requires  federal  agencies  to  determine  whether 
their  proposed  actions  conform  with  the  applicable  SIP  and  demonstrate  that  their  actions  will 
not  (1)  cause  or  contribute  to  a  new  violation  of  the  NAAQS,  (2)  increase  the  frequency  or 
severity  of  any  existing  violation,  or  (3)  delay  timely  attainment  of  any  standard,  emission 
reduction,  or  milestone  contained  in  the  SIP. 

2.3  State  Requirements 

The  CAA  requires  each  state  to  develop,  adopt,  and  implement  a  SIP  to  achieve,  maintain,  and 
enforce  federal  air  quality  standards  throughout  the  state.  States  develop  SIPs  on  a  pollutant-by¬ 
pollutant  basis  whenever  there  is  a  violation  of  one  or  more  air  quality  standards.  New  Jersey 
State  standards  are  established  by  the  NJDEP.  The  state  standards  must  be  at  least  as  restrictive 
as  the  NAAQS  (refer  to  Table  1). 

2.4  General  Conformity  Regulations 

The  General  Conformity  Rule  was  promulgated  by  the  USEPA  on  November  30,  1993  at  40 
CFR  Part  93,  Subpart  B  '^Determining  Conformity  of  General  Federal  Actions  to  State  or 
Federal  Implementation  Plans”  for  all  federal  activities  except  those  covered  under 
transportation  conformity  (USEPA  1993).  The  General  Conformity  Regulations  were  revised 
by  the  USEPA  on  April  5,  2010  (75  Federal  Register  17253-17279)  and  changed  the  existing 
regulations  found  in  40  CFR  Part  51,  Subpart  W,  and  Part  93,  Subpart  B  (USEPA  2010).  The 
USEPA’s  modifications  to  40  CFR  Part  51,  Subpart  W,  changed  State  or  Tribal  adoption  and 
submittal  of  general  conformity  SIPs  from  a  requirement  to  a  voluntary  measure  in  40  CFR  § 
51.851(a).  In  addition,  USEPA  provided  in  40  CFR  §  51.851(b)  that  until  such  time  as  USEPA 
approves  a  State’s  or  Tribe’s  revision  to  the  conformity  implementation  plan  permitted  under  this 
section,  that  federal  agencies  must  meet  the  requirements  of  40  CFR  Part  93,  Subpart  B. 

The  General  Conformity  Rule  requires  any  federal  agency  responsible  for  an  action  in  a 
nonattainment  or  maintenance  area  to  determine  that  the  action  conforms  to  the  applicable  SIP. 
Emissions  of  attainment  pollutants  are  exempt  from  conformity  analysis.  Actions  would 
conform  to  a  SIP  if  their  annual  direct  and  indirect  emissions  would  remain  less  than  the 
applicable  de  minimis  thresholds.  Formal  conformity  determinations  are  required  for  any  actions 
that  would  equal  or  exceed  these  thresholds. 
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General  Conformity  analyses  focus  on  the  net  increase  in  air  emissions  from  a  Proposed  Action 
compared  to  ongoing  historical  conditions.  Existing  SIPs  are  presumed  to  have  accounted  for 
routine,  ongoing  federal  agency  activities.  Conformity  analyses  are  further  limited  to  those 
direct  and  indirect  emissions  over  which  the  federal  agency  has  continuing  program 
responsibility  and  control.  General  conformity  analyses  are  not  required  to  analyze  emission 
sources  beyond  the  responsibility  and  control  of  the  federal  agency,  nor  are  they  required  to 
address  emissions  that  are  not  reasonably  foreseeable  or  reasonably  quantifiable. 

2,5  General  Conformity  Analysis  Procedures 

The  USEPA  General  Conformity  Regulations  incorporate  a  stepwise  process,  beginning  with  an 
applicability  analysis  (USEPA  1993,  2010).  According  to  USEPA  guidance,  before  any 
approval  is  given  for  a  federal  action  to  go  forward,  the  regulating  federal  agency  must  apply 
the  applicability  requirements  found  at  40  CER  §  93.153(b)  to  the  federal  action  to  evaluate 
whether,  on  a  pollutant-by -pollutant  basis,  a  determination  of  general  conformity  is  required.  If 
the  regulating  federal  agency  determines  that  the  General  Conformity  Regulations  do  not  apply 
to  the  federal  action,  no  further  analysis  or  documentation  is  required.  However,  if  the  General 
Conformity  Regulations  do  apply  to  a  federal  action,  the  action  proponent  must  make  its  own 
conformity  determination  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  and  procedures  outlined  in  the 
implementing  regulations,  publish  a  draft  determination  of  general  conformity  for  public  review, 
consider  comments  from  interested  parties,  and  then  publish  the  final  determination  of  general 
conformity. 

3.0  SUMMARY  OF  ALTERNATIVE  #2 

3.1  Location  of  Alternative  #2 

The  108  WG  of  the  New  Jersey  Air  National  Guard  (NJANG)  is  based  at  McGuire  AEB  in  New 
Jersey,  at  JB  MDL.  JB  MDL  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in 
Ocean  and  Burlington  counties  (Eigure  1). 

3.2  Alternative  #2  Description 

As  an  alternative  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  analyzed  in  the  EIS,  the  NGB  would  propose  to 
implement  an  aircraft  conversion  for  the  108  WG  at  JB  MDE  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  The 
108  WG  currently  flies  and  maintains  eight  KC-135  refueler  aircraft  to  support  its  air  refueling 
mission.  The  primary  support  operations  performed  at  the  108  WG  include  aircraft  fueling, 
aircraft  deicing,  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  support  equipment  maintenance,  ground  vehicle 
maintenance,  fueling  of  ground  vehicles,  and  facilities  maintenance.  These  operations  involve 
activities  such  as  corrosion  control,  non-destructive  inspection,  fuel  cell  maintenance,  engine 
maintenance,  hydraulics,  and  wheel  and  tire  maintenance. 
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Alternative  #2  would  involve  the  beddown  of  one  KC-46A  squadron  consisting  of  12  PAA,  and 
establishing  a  MOB  2  at  JB  MDL.  Alternative  #2  would  convert  the  existing  KC-135  unit  to  the 
KC-46A  aircraft.  In  addition,  the  108  WG  would  implement  construction  projects  associated 
with  aircraft  conversion  at  JB  MDL.  The  108  WG  currently  provides  support  for  federal,  state, 
and  community  interests  by  maintaining  highly  trained,  well-equipped,  military  forces  to  provide 
combat-ready  support  elements  in  response  to  wartime  and  peacetime  tasking;  protecting  life  and 
property;  and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  public  safety. 

Should  Alternative  #2  be  implemented,  there  would  be  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  based  at 
JB  MDL;  a  change  to  the  type  of  aircraft  using  the  associated  airspace;  changes  to  staffing  and 
manpower  at  the  108  WG;  as  well  as  some  proposed  construction,  building  renovation,  and 
facility  demolition.  There  would  be  no  new  airspace  required  to  implement  Alternative  #2.  The 
proposed  conversion  is  estimated  to  commence  in  2018.  It  is  likely  that  construction  would 
begin  as  early  as  2015  and  be  completed  by  the  time  the  aircraft  conversion  takes  place. 

3,3  Elements  of  Alternative  #2  Resulting  in  Increased  Emissions 

Alternative  #2  involves  both  construction  of  new  facilities  to  accommodate  the  KC-46A  aircraft, 
and  operational  emissions  associated  with  the  KC-46A  aircraft. 

Under  Alternative  #2  the  108  WG  would  convert  from  8  KC-135  aircraft  to  12  KC-46A  aircraft. 
There  would  be  an  increase  in  the  number  of  airfield  operations  for  the  KC-46A  aircraft  at  JB 
MDL,  which  would  result  in  an  increase  in  air  emissions.  Table  2  provides  a  summary  of  the 
changes  to  108  WG  airfield  operations  under  Alternative  #2. 


Table  2,  Changes  to  108  WG  Airfield  Operations  with  Proposed  KC-46A  Aircraft 


Departures 

Arrivals 

Totals* 

Grand 

Operations 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Night^ 

Day 

Nighf 

Total 

Current  KC-135  Operations 

3,346 

815 

3,325 

854 

6,671 

1,669 

8,340 

Proposed  KC-46A  Operations 

8,047 

764 

7,863 

934 

15,910 

1,698 

17,608 

Net  Change  to  Airfield  Operations 

9,268 

'includes  Closed  Patterns  (which  count  as  two  airfield  operations). 
^Night  -  Between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  for  environmental  night. 


3,4  Existing  Conditions  -  Climate 

JB  MDL  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in  Ocean  and  Burlington 
counties.  The  climate  in  the  central  portion  of  New  Jersey  is  influenced  by  its  vegetation,  with 
moderation  due  to  its  proximity  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  Scrub  pine  and  oak  forests  dominate  the 
interior  southern  portion  of  New  Jersey,  hence  the  name.  Pine  Barrens.  Sandy  soils,  which  are 
porous  and  not  very  fertile,  have  a  major  effect  on  the  climate  of  this  region.  On  clear  nights, 
solar  radiation  absorbed  during  the  day  is  quickly  radiated  back  into  space,  resulting  in 
remarkably  low  minimum  temperatures.  The  porous  soil  permits  any  precipitation  to  rapidly 
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infiltrate  and  leave  surfaces  quite  dry.  Drier  conditions  allow  for  a  wider  range  between  the 
daily  maximum  and  minimum  temperatures,  and  make  the  area  vulnerable  to  forest  fires. 

The  warmest  month  of  the  year  is  July  with  an  average  maximum  temperature  of  87  degrees 
Fahrenheit  (“F),  while  the  coldest  month  of  the  year  is  January  with  an  average  minimum 
temperature  of  22^.  Temperature  variations  between  night  and  day  tend  to  be  moderate  during 
summer  with  a  difference  that  can  reach  24^,  and  during  winter  with  an  average  difference  of 
20°F.  The  annual  average  precipitation  at  Fort  Dix  is  47.12  inches.  Rainfall  is  fairly  evenly 
distributed  throughout  the  year.  The  wettest  month  of  the  year  is  August  with  an  average  rainfall 
of  5.16  inches  (Northeast  Regional  Climate  Center  2013).  Prevailing  winds  in  New  Jersey  are 
from  the  southwest  in  summer  and  from  the  northwest  in  winter. 

3,5  Existing  Air  Quality  Attainment  Status 

Should  Alternative  #2  be  implemented,  the  KC-46A  aircraft  would  be  beddown  at  the  108  WG 
installation  at  JB  MDL  in  New  Jersey.  The  USEPA  has  classified  the  Philadelphia-Wilmington- 
Atlantic  City  area  of  the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  New  Jersey  as  nonattainment  for 
the  8-hour  O3  (marginal  nonattainment)  NAAQS,  and  a  maintenance  area  for  PM2.5  and  CO. 
The  region  is  designated  attainment/unclassified  area  for  all  other  criteria  pollutants. 
Implementation  of  this  alternative  is  therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  176(c)  of 
the  CAA,  as  articulated  in  the  USEPA  General  Conformity  Rule.  Based  on  the  nonattainment 
classification  for  the  region,  the  de  minimis  emission  thresholds  for  the  General  Conformity  Rule 
for  O3  precursors  (oxides  of  nitrogen  [NOx]  and  VOCs),  PM2.5,  and  CO  emissions  are  all  100 
tons  per  year  (tpy). 

The  applicable  de  minimis  thresholds  for  the  affected  air  basins  are  listed  in  Table  3. 

Tables,  Afc/iy/n/y Thresholds 


Affected  Air  Basin 

CO 

NO, 

VOCs 

PM2.S 

Philadelphia-Wilmington- Atlantic  City 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Notes:  Based  on  the  federal  de  minimis  threshold  for  NOx,  VOCs,  CO,  and  PM2.5. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  VOC  =  volatile  organic 
compound 
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4.0  GENERAL  CONFORMITY  DETERMINATION 

4.1  Applicability  Analysis 

The  first  step  in  a  general  eonformity  determination  is  an  analysis  of  whether  the  requirements 
apply  to  the  federal  aetion  that  is  proposed  in  a  nonattainment  or  a  maintenance  area.  Unless 
exempted  by  the  regulations  or  otherwise  presumed  to  conform,  a  federal  action  requires  a 
general  conformity  determination  for  each  pollutant  where  the  total  of  direct  and  indirect 
emissions  caused  by  the  federal  action  would  equal  or  exceed  an  annual  de  minimis  emission  rate 
for  any  given  maintenance  or  nonattainment  pollutant  (or  precursor).  For  Alternative  #2,  the 
pollutants  that  are  evaluated  in  this  General  Conformity  Determination  are  NOx,  VOCs,  CO,  and 
PM2.5.  If  a  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  emission  increases  less  than  the  identified  applicable 
de  minimis  thresholds,  then  no  conformity  determination  is  required. 

4.2  Exemptions  from  General  Conformity  Requirements 

The  general  conformity  requirements  apply  to  a  federal  action  if  the  net  project  emissions  equal 

or  exceed  certain  de  minimis  emission  rates  established  in  the  General  Conformity  Regulations. 
The  de  minimis  thresholds  differ  based  on  the  severity  of  the  nonattainment  status.  The  only 
exceptions  to  this  applicability  criterion  include  certain  federal  actions  that  are  presumed  to 
conform  because  of  the  thorough  air  quality  analysis  required  to  comply  with  other  statutory 
requirements.  Examples  of  these  actions  include  those  subject  to  the  New  Source  Review 
program  and  remedial  activities  under  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act.  Other  federal  actions  exempt  from  the  conformity  process 
include  those  actions  that  would  result  in  no  increase  in  emissions,  or  an  increase  in  emissions 
that  is  clearly  de  minimis.  Examples  include  continuing  or  recurring  activities,  routine 
maintenance  and  repair,  and  administrative  and  planning  actions;  however,  the  emissions  that 
would  result  from  this  federal  action  do  not  meet  any  of  these  exempt  categories. 

4.3  Emission  Estimates 

Existing  emissions  quantified  in  the  Air  Emissions  Inventory  include  emissions  from  the  existing 
operations  of  the  KC-135  aircraft,  which  would  be  replaced  under  Alternative  #2  by  the  KC-46A 
aircraft.  The  emissions  in  the  Air  Emissions  Inventory  were  not  used  for  aircraft  operations  in 
the  baseline  analysis  because  they  reflect  existing  emissions  for  all  aircraft  operating  at  the  108 
WG  (including  transient  aircraft)  and  therefore  do  not  provide  a  baseline  for  Alternative  #2. 
Eurther,  the  emissions  estimates  relied  on  default  times  in  mode  for  aircraft  operations  rather 
than  site-specific  flight  tracks  used  for  the  noise  analysis  in  the  EIS. 

To  provide  a  baseline  for  evaluating  the  net  emissions  increases/decreases  associated  with 
Alternative  #2,  emissions  from  the  KC-135  aircraft  operations,  aircraft  refueling,  KC-135  engine 
testing,  KC-135-related  Aerospace  Ground  Equipment  (AGE),  and  privately-owned  vehicles 
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(POVs)  associated  with  KC-135  flight  operations  were  evaluated.  Emissions  from  the  KC-135 
aireraft  operations  were  calculated  based  on  2012  aircraft  operations  utilizing  site-speeifie  flight 
profiles  to  ealeulate  aireraft  operations  below  a  default  mixing  height  of  3,000  feet  above  ground 
level  (AGE).  A  diseussion  of  the  methodology  for  quantifying  emissions  is  provided  in 
Appendix  A  of  the  EIS.  Emissions  assoeiated  with  baseline  operations  of  the  KC-135  aireraft 
are  provided  in  Table  4. 

Table  4,  108  WG  Baseline  Emissions  at  JB  MDL 


Emission  Source 

Emissions,  tons/year 

VOCs 

CO 

NO^ 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Baseline  Aireraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

Engine  Testing 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.01 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.12 

Total  Baseline  Emissions 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

0.53 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in  diameter;  SO2  = 
sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV  =  privately-owned 
vehicle. 

Alternative  #2  was  assumed  to  commence  in  2015  with  construction  activities.  The  following 
construction  projects  are  proposed  under  this  alternative: 

1.  Addition  to  Hangar  3333  -  17,892  square  foot  addition  to  existing  Maintenance  Hangar 
3333. 

2.  Addition  to  Hangar  3336  -  18,206  square  foot  addition  to  existing  Euel  Cell  Hangar  3336. 

3.  Renovation  of  Hangar  3322  -  Internal  renovations. 

4.  New  Simulator  Building  -  Construction  of  a  new  6,700  square  foot  simulator  building. 

5.  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp  and  Taxiway  -  Option  1  would  add  160,074 
square  feet  of  concrete  and  asphalt  to  the  existing  parking  ramp;  Option  2  would  add 
14,091  square  feet  of  concrete  and  asphalt  to  the  existing  parking  ramp. 

6.  New  Hydrants  and  Euel  Lines  -  Addition  of  8  new  fuel  hydrants  and  lines  and  demolition 
of  existing  hydrants. 

Construction  emissions  include  emissions  from  heavy  equipment,  construction  trucks,  worker 
trips,  and  fugitive  dust.  The  details  of  the  construction  emission  calculations  are  provided  in 
Appendix  A.  Table  5  summarizes  the  annual  and  total  construction  emissions  associated  with 
Alternative  #2.  The  data  in  Table  5  show  that  annual  emissions  for  proposed  construction 
activities  would  not  exceed  the  General  Conformity  Rule  de  minimis  thresholds  as  set  forth  in  the 
CAA. 
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Table  5,  Annual  Construction  Emissions  Under  Alternative  #2 


Construction  Project 

CO 

NO,, 

VOC 

PM2.S 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3333 

1.43 

2.28 

0.40 

1.77 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

1.46 

2.32 

0.41 

1.80 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.04 

Project  #4  -  New  Simulator  Building 

0.54 

0.85 

0.15 

0.63 

Project  #5  -  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Ramp 
and  Taxiway 

4.28 

10.18 

1.06 

3.00 

Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and 
Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Option  1 

8.01 

16.11 

2.08 

7.23 

De  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  SOx  =  oxides  of  sulfur;  PMio  = 
particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns 
in  diameter;  CO2  =  carbon  dioxide. 


Sources  associated  with  operation  of  the  proposed  KC-46A  beddown  at  the  108  WG  installation 
include  (1)  operations  and  engine  maintenance/testing  of  aireraft;  (2)  onsite  POVs;  (3)  offsite 
POV  commuting;  and  (4)  AGE.  It  was  assumed  that  other  sources,  including  non-road  mobile 
equipment,  mobile  fuel  transfer,  and  stationary  source  emissions  would  be  unehanged.  In  the 
event  that  eonstruetion  of  additional  facilities  requires  installation  of  a  new  stationary  source 
such  as  a  boiler,  it  was  assumed  that  the  stationary  source  would  be  subject  to  the  New  Source 
Review  permitting  requirements  of  the  NJDEP  and  would  therefore  not  be  subject  to  the  General 
Conformity  Rule  under  §93. 153(d)(1). 

Operational  data  used  to  calculate  projected  KC-46A  aireraft  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
data  used  in  the  project  noise  analysis.  Eactors  used  to  calculate  combustion  emissions  for  the 
KC-46A  aircraft  are  based  on  emissions  data  developed  by  Pratt  and  Whitney  for  the  PW4062 
engine  (International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  2013).  The  operational  times  in  mode  for  the 
KC-46A  engine  are  based  on  those  eurrently  used  for  the  KC-135  aireraft  (Air  Eoree  Civil 
Engineer  Center  [AECEC]  2013).  The  analysis  of  proposed  aircraft  operations  is  limited  to 
operations  that  occur  within  the  lowest  3,000  feet  of  the  atmosphere,  as  this  is  the  typical  depth 
of  the  atmospherie  mixing  layer  where  the  release  of  aireraft  emissions  would  affect  ground- 
level  pollutant  concentrations. 

Emissions  from  AGE  were  estimated  based  on  the  methodology  recommended  in  the  Air 
Emissions  Guide  for  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AECEC  2013).  Emissions  from  POVs  were 
estimated  based  on  total  personnel  for  the  existing  and  proposed  scenarios,  using  emission 
faetors  for  vehicles  from  this  emissions  guide. 

Table  6  summarizes  the  annual  operational  emissions  that  would  result  from  KC-46A  operations 
at  the  108  WG  installation.  Table  6  also  presents  the  net  emissions  inerease  assoeiated  with  the 
beddown  of  the  KC-46A  aireraft  at  JB  MDE.  As  shown  in  Table  6,  the  net  emissions  increases 
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are  below  the  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  pollutants  except  NOx.  Emissions  of  NOx  would 
exceed  the  de  minimis  threshold,  and  this  alternative  would  therefore  require  a  Conformity 
Determination  under  the  General  Conformity  Rule. 

Table  6,  Comparison  of  Baseline  and  Proposed  Annual  Operational  Emissions, 

108  WG  Installation 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Baseline 

VOC 

CO 

NO, 

PM2.S 

KC-135  Aircraft  Operations 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.01 

POVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.12 

Total 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

0.53 

Proposed  Action 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

PM2.S 

KC-46A  Aircraft  Operations 

26.19 

100.37 

294.03 

0.96 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.17 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.01 

POVs 

4.75 

126.34 

3.97 

0.12 

Total 

32.48 

231.97 

299.54 

1.11 

Net  Increase 

24.01 

70.19 

210.36 

0.58 

De  minimis  Threshold 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Notes:  Numbers  may  not  add  precisely  due  to  rounding. 


CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  C02e  =  carbon  dioxide  equivalent;  NOx  =  oxides  of  nitrogen;  PMio  =  particulate  matter 
less  than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter;  PM2.5  =  particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  2.5  microns  in 
diameter;  SO2  =  sulfur  dioxide;  VOC  =  volatile  organic  compound;  AGE  =  aerospace  ground  equipment;  POV 
=  privately-owned  vehicle. 

4.4  Applicability  of  General  Conformity  to  this  Federal  Action 

The  applicability  of  the  General  Conformity  requirements  to  Alternative  #2  was  determined  by 
comparing  the  federal  action  emissions  to  the  conformity  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all 
nonattainment  and  maintenance  pollutants  in  the  Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic  City  area  of 
the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  New  Jersey.  As  shown  in  Table  5,  construction 
emissions  are  below  the  applicable  de  minimis  thresholds  for  all  nonattainment  and  maintenance 
pollutants.  As  shown  in  Table  6,  the  net  operational  emissions  increase  of  all  pollutants,  except 
for  NOx,  are  below  the  applicable  de  minimis  thresholds.  Consequently,  a  conformity 
determination  is  only  needed  for  NOx,  as  the  estimated  annual  NOx  emissions  are  projected  to 
exceed  the  applicable  100  tpy  de  minimis  threshold  for  that  pollutant.  This  increase  in  NOx 
emissions  is  primarily  due  to  increases  in  aircraft  operations  related  to  training  activities. 
Therefore,  the  NGB  must  make  a  positive  conformity  determination  for  NOx  using  one  of  the 
criteria  under  40  CFR  §  93.158  should  Alternative  #2  be  selected. 

4.5  General  Coneormity  Determination 

In  accordance  with  40  CFR  Part  93,  Subpart  B  and  the  2010  Air  Force  Conformity  Guide,  the 
incremental  increase  in  emissions  above  the  existing  conditions  due  to  Alternative  #2  was 
considered  and  includes  reasonable  foreseeable  direct  and  indirect  emissions.  The  applicability 
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analysis  has  found  that  this  federal  action  is  subject  to  general  conformity,  so  the  federal  agency 
must  demonstrate  conformity  to  the  SIP. 

SIP  Baseline  Emissions 

Based  on  the  evaluation  of  the  emissions  associated  with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #2, 
the  estimated  annual  net  increase  in  NOx  emissions  from  operations  would  equal  210.36  tpy. 
Therefore,  a  positive  conformity  determination  is  required.  To  demonstrate  positive  conformity, 
the  NGB  has  reviewed  the  emissions  budget  in  the  applicable  SIP. 

The  emission  budget  for  NOx  from  the  currently  approved  SIP  for  McGuire  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  1,534  tpy  (NJDEP  2007).  The  USAF  has  calculated  actual  emissions  for  calendar  year 
2011  from  McGuire  AFB  based  on  current  operations  using  the  Emissions  and  Dispersion 
Modeling  System  (EDMS)  software  (Eederal  Aviation  Administration  [FAA]  2013).  Table  7 
presents  the  actual  emissions  for  2011  in  comparison  with  the  SIP  emissions  budget. 


Table  7,  Comparison  of  Baseline  Actual  Emissions  and  McGuire  AFB  SIP  Budget 


Annual  Emissions,  tons/year 

Emission  Source 

NO, 

McGuire  Stationary  Sources  (Title  V),  CY201 1 

23.24 

Air  Operations  (Based  and  Transient  Aircraft,  CY201 1) 

959.4 

Non-road  Vehicles  (2005) 

92.65 

Other  point  sources 

7.6 

Capital  Improvements  Plan,  annual 

10.29 

Total 

1093.2 

McGuire  SIP  Budget 

1534.0 

Remaiuing  Emissions  Budget 

440.8 

As  shown  in  Table  7,  the  amount  of  NOx  emissions  accounted  for  in  the  SIP  emissions  budget 
for  McGuire  APB  exceeds  the  actual  emissions  by  440.8  tpy;  thus,  the  net  emissions  increase 
(210.36  tpy)  that  would  be  associated  with  Alternative  #2  is  accommodated  within  the  existing 
SIP  budget  by  230.44  tpy.  The  net  NOx  emissions  from  the  USAF  action  would  therefore  not 
exceed  the  emissions  budgets  in  the  applicable  SIP,  and  Alternative  #2  would  conform  to  the 
SIP. 

JB  MDL  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  have  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
that  would  allow  temporary  use  of  a  portion  of  the  NOx  SIP  emissions  budget  for  calendar  years 
2014  through  2016  to  allow  the  Corps  to  proceed  with  construction  projects  to  repair,  restore, 
and  fortify  the  coastline  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey  in  response  to  damage  during  Hurricane 
Sandy  (JBMDE-U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  2013).  The  Corps  projects  will  be  completed 
prior  to  implementation  of  Alternative  2  at  JB  MDL,  should  this  alternative  be  selected; 
therefore,  the  temporary  use  of  NOx  emissions  within  the  SIP  would  be  complete  by  the  time  the 
emissions  associated  with  Alternative  2  would  occur,  which  is  scheduled  to  commence  in  2018. 
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Conclusion 

Based  on  the  evaluation  of  the  emissions  assoeiated  with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  #2, 
the  estimated  annual  net  inerease  in  NOx  emissions  from  operations  would  be  210.36  tpy. 
Therefore,  a  eonformity  determination  was  eondueted,  and  it  was  found  that  the  emissions 
increase  in  NOx  associated  with  Alternative  #2  is  accounted  for  in  the  currently  approved  SIP 
emissions  budget.  Accordingly,  should  Alternative  #2  be  selected,  it  would  conform  to  the 
currently  approved  SIP. 

5.0  FINDING  OF  CONFORMITY 

The  USAF  has  reviewed  and  evaluated  the  conformity  applicability  analysis  and  documentation, 
and  it  has  determined  that  a  draft  positive  general  conformity  may  be  made  based  on  the 
identification  and  accounting  for  the  emissions  within  the  McGuire  AFB  emissions  budget  in  the 
SIP  per  40  CFR  §  93.I58(a)(5)(i)(A).  The  NGB  has  provided  an  opportunity  for  regulating 
agencies  and  the  public  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Conformity  Determination. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  Conformity  Determination  was  made  available  for  a  30-day  public  and 
agency  review.  Regulatory  agency  and  public  comments  provided  on  the  Draft  Conformity 
Determination  will  be  reviewed  and  addressed  appropriately  in  the  Final  Conformity 
Determination.  All  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Conformity  Determination  will  be  included 
in  the  Final  Conformity  Determination. 
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APPENDIX  A 


Emission  Calculations 


Table  Ar1  Engine  Emission  Factors  by  Throttie  Setting  -  KC-135  and  KC46A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type/Throttle  Setting 

Fuel  Flow 

(Pounds/IHour) 

Errission  Factors,  lbs/1000  Ibsfuel  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

F-108-CF-100  (2) 

Idle 

1013.76 

2.1045 

30.7 

4 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

2463.12 

0.092 

4.2 

8.2 

1.06 

0.06 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Intermediate 

6486.48 

0.0575 

0.09 

16 

1.06 

0.05 

0.05 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Mlitary 

7801.2 

0.046 

0.09 

18.5 

1.06 

0.07 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

P8W4062  (3) 

Idle 

1663.2 

12.489 

42.61 

3.78 

1.06 

0.11 

0.1 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Approach 

5702.4 

0.1035 

1.93 

12.17 

1.06 

0.05 

0.04 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

QirrixHJt 

16869.6 

0.0805 

0.5 

25.98 

1.06 

0.07 

0.06 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Take-Off 

21621.6 

0.092 

0.61 

34.36 

1.06 

0.08 

0.07 

3216 

8.90E-02 

1.00E-01 

Enissions,  Pounds/Hour 

APU  Use  -  P&W4062 

0.04|  0.33|  6.72|  0.56|  0.05|  0.04|  1373|  | 

NcAes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  TheKC-135Rhas4enginesandtheKC46^has2engines. 

(2)  Data  fromA'r  Enissions  Factor  Guide  to  Air  Force  Mobile  Sources  (AFCEC  201 3). 

(3)  IGAD  Engine  Exhaust  Enissions  Data  Bank  -  Subsonic  Engines  -  (ICAO  2013). 


TabieArZ  HAP  Emission  Factors  -  KC-135  and  K046A  Aircraft 


Engine  Type 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  Ibfuel)  (1)  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Ben^ne 

Toluene 

Ethyl¬ 

benzene 

)^enes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

F108-CF-100 

Idle 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE+00 

2.90E-03 

1.90E-03 

8.97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Apprcach 

1.50E-02 

O.OOE-KXD 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KXD 

3.22E-03 

6.23E-03 

5.53E-04 

1.61  E-03 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

5.58E-03 

O.OOE-KX) 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KXD 

4.25E-04 

1.42E-03 

O.OOE-KXD 

5.42E-04 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-C4 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KDO 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.11E-03 

1.11E-03 

O.OOE-KXD 

3.36E-04 

O.OOE-KXD 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-C4 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

P8W4062  (3) 

Idle 

1.78E-KXD 

6.19E-01 

3.55E-01 

7.84E-02 

2.44E-01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E-02 

4.09E-02 

4.48E-02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

Apprcach 

1.48E-02 

5.13E-03 

2.&^E-03 

6.50E-04 

2.02E-03 

7.71  E-04 

2.09E-04 

3.39E-04 

3.71  E-04 

1.85E-03 

8.63E-04 

7.63E-04 

4.46E-02 

3.81  E-03 

Intermediate 

1.15E-02 

3.99E-03 

2.29E-03 

5.05E-04 

1.57E-03 

6.00E-04 

1.63E-04 

2.63E-04 

2.89E-04 

1.76E-03 

7.94E-04 

5.09E-C4 

5.06E-02 

2.54E-03 

Mlitary 

1.31  E-02 

4.56E-03 

2.61  E-03 

5.78E-04 

1.79E-03 

6.85E-04 

1.86E-04 

3.01  E-04 

3.30E-04 

1.18E-03 

3.37E-04 

4.84E-C4 

1.96E-03 

2.42E-03 

Notes:  (1)  Data  are  for  one  engine.  TheKC-135Rhas4enginesandtheKC-46Ahas2engines. 


(2)  DsAafrornAirEnissionsF^ctorGiJdetoArFDrceMobile  Sources  (AFCEC  2013),  Table  2-9. 


A-1 


Table  A-3.  Land  and  Take-off/Touch  and  Go  Times  in  Mode  and  Fuel  Usages  -  KC-135  and  KC-46A  Aircraft 


LTO 

Touch  &  Go 

Time  in  Mode  (TIM) 

Fuel  Usage 

TIM 

Fuel  Usage 

Aircraft/Mode  (Engine  Throttle  Setting) 

Minutes 

Hours 

Pounds 

Hours 

Pounds 

KC-135  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

2217 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

CD 

CO 

0.01 

CD 

CO 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1081 

0.04 

1081 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

854 

0.09 

854 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

1007 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5523 

0.14 

2299 

KC-46A  (2) 

Taxi  Out  (Idle) 

32.8 

0.55 

1818 

Take-off  (Military) 

0.7 

0.01 

505 

0.01 

505 

Climbout  (Intermediate) 

2.5 

0.04 

1406 

0.04 

1406 

Approach 

5.2 

0.09 

988 

0.09 

988 

Taxi  In  (Idle) 

14.9 

0.25 

826 

Totals 

56.1 

0.94 

5543 

0.14 

2899 

APU  Use,  KC-46A  (3) 

Hours 

Pre-Flight  -  OBIGGS  +  Electric  +  Max  ECS 

1.50 

Pre-Flight  -  Main  Engine  Start  +  Electric 

0.03 

Post-Flight  -  Electric  +  Min  ECS 

0.58 

Total  Hours  per  LTO 

2.12 

Notes:  (1)  Fuel  usage  per  aircraft. 

(2)  TIM  Data  from  Table  2-4,  Transport  Aircraft  (AFCEC  2013). 

(3)  APU  use  from  FTU/MOB1  Draft  EIS. 
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002 


CH4 


N20 
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Table  A-6.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  McGuire  -  Baseline 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TGO 

Total 

KC-135 

CO 

OO 

3336 

8340 
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Table  A-7.  I^>135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  McGuire,  Baseline 


Scenario^Operation 

Operations/Year 

Engine  Settingmire  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes)  | 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

48.5 

5Z5 

55.0 

57.5 

58.5 

60.0 

60.5 

6Z5 

70.5 

75.0 

CR01  IFR  to  F5WY136  on  South  Side 

0.0530 

177 

2.1406 

8.5008 

0.13^ 

2.0365 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR02  TASAN  RVVY1D6  VFR  Qrde 

0.0035 

12 

0.6319 

0.8571 

7.1268 

0.13^ 

2.9128 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR03  North  Radar  Track 

0.0141 

47 

2.1406 

5.0742 

0.13^ 

1.6240 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR04  Radar  Track  on  1 8C3 

0.0059 

20 

2.1406 

8.2663 

0.13^ 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR05  Radar  Track  on  1 8C4 

0.0059 

20 

2.1406 

6.8000 

0.0681 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.5567 

CR06  Radar  Track  Continuous  turn  150HDGto90HDG 

0.0919 

307 

2.1406 

7.4803 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5712 

0.7594 

0.4919 

CR07  Radar  Track  150HDG  for  Crossvwnd 

0.0141 

47 

2.1406 

7.6444 

0.13^ 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR08  TACAN  to  24  then  VFR  Qrde  to  RWv' 18 

0.0071 

24 

0.6319 

1.0058 

7.2052 

1.6424 

0.13^ 

Z1650 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR09  Radar  track  to  North 

0.0283 

94 

2.1406 

6.5939 

0.13^ 

3.9770 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR1 0  Radar  track  on  36C3 

0.0059 

20 

2.1406 

7.3686 

0.13^ 

3.6919 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR11  TACANapproachtoRW»'36VFRQrdetoRWV'6 

0.0059 

20 

0.6948 

0.8238 

7.2755 

1.9866 

0.13^ 

1.2953 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CV01  -  North  VFR 

0.2122 

708 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.13^ 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

CV02  -  Wfest  VFR  on  18C2 

0.0353 

118 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.13^ 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

CVOS  -  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

0.0382 

127 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.7516 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

C\/04  -  North  VFR  Outside  Housing 

0.3775 

1259 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.9721 

1.5196 

0.0681 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.5567 

CV05  -  VFR  With  Breakout 

0.0657 

219 

0.7645 

1.1670 

0.6680 

0.13^ 

0.6419 

0.7571 

2.9350 

0.3668 

0.4919 

CVD6  -  Wfest  VFR  on  36C2 

0.0353 

118 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.8613 

0.13^ 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

Total  Ops 

3336 

Table  Ar8.  I^>135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Errission  Factors,  Bas^ine 


Engine  Settingmire  in  Mcxie  per  Operation  (IVinutes)  | 

Factor 

48.5 

5Z5 

55.0 

57.5 

58.5 

60.0 

60.5 

6Z5 

70.5 

75.0 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

17295.696 

18905.04 

19910.88 

20916.72 

21319.056 

21922.56 

22123.728 

22928.4 

26274.6 

29232.72 

Errission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

voc 

0.0760 

0.0726 

0.0704 

0.0683 

0.0674 

0.0661 

0.0657 

0.0640 

0.0568 

0.0503 

CO 

2.2991 

1.8881 

1.6313 

1.3744 

1.2716 

1.1175 

1.0661 

0.8606 

0.0900 

0.0900 

NOx 

11.8075 

12.5875 

13.0750 

13.5625 

13.7575 

14.0500 

14.1475 

14.5375 

16.1563 

17.5625 

SG2 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

FM10 

0.0554 

0.0544 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0529 

0.0525 

0.0524 

0.0519 

0.0513 

0.0^ 

FM2.5 

0.0554 

0.0544 

0.0538 

0.0531 

0.0529 

0.0525 

0.0524 

0.0519 

0.0513 

0.0^ 

C02 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

Table  A-9.  I^>135  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Errissions  Per  Operation,  Baseline 

Errissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PIVI2.5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CR01  IFR  to  RV\Y06  on  South  Sde 

0.3671 

7.5825 

73.0690 

5.7050 

0.2898 

0.2898 

17308.8124 

0.4790 

0.5382 

CR02  TACAN  RVVY1D6  VFR  Qrde 

0.3427 

6.7066 

69.8701 

5.3864 

0.2727 

0.2727 

16342.0124 

0.4523 

0.5081 

CR03  Narth  Radar  Track 

0.2770 

5.5592 

56.0837 

4.3399 

0.2208 

0.2208 

13167.1627 

0.3644 

0.4094 

CR04  Radar  Track  on  18C3 

0.3636 

7.4901 

72.4847 

5.6552 

0.2872 

0.2872 

17157.7017 

0.4748 

0.5335 

CR05  Radar  Track  on  18C4 

0.3293 

6.6684 

66.3436 

5.1472 

0.2618 

0.2618 

15616.4405 

0.4322 

0.4856 

CR06  Radar  Track  Continuous  turn  150l-DGto90HDG 

0.3453 

7.0646 

69.0735 

5.3787 

0.2732 

0.2732 

16318.7065 

0.4516 

0.5074 

CR07  Radar  Track  150HIIX3forCrDSSv\irxi 

0.3491 

7.1534 

69.7860 

5.4364 

0.2761 

0.2761 

16493.9067 

0.4565 

0.5129 

CR08  TACAN  to  F^vy  24  then  VFR  Qrde  to  RWv' 18 

0.3689 

7.3190 

74.7Z64 

5.7809 

0.2927 

0.2927 

17538.9678 

0.4854 

0.5454 

CR09  Radar  track  to  North 

0.3694 

7.3426 

74.7566 

5.7858 

0.2930 

0.2930 

17553.8740 

0.4858 

0.5458 

CR1 0  Radar  track  on  36C3 

0.3428 

6.9719 

68.7658 

5.3470 

0.2715 

0.2715 

16222.5155 

0.4489 

0.5044 

CR11  TACANapproachtoRW»'36VFRQrdetoRWV'6 

0.3550 

7.1003 

71.6865 

5.5544 

0.2815 

0.2815 

16851.8535 

0.4664 

0.5240 

0/01  -  North  VFR 

0.1240 

2.4040 

25.9387 

1.9732 

0.1017 

0.1017 

5986.4890 

0.1657 

0.1861 

CV02  -  Wfest  VFR  on  18C2 

0.1240 

2.4040 

25.9387 

1.9732 

0.1017 

0.1017 

5986.4890 

0.1657 

0.1861 

0/03  -  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

0.1214 

2.3566 

25.4126 

1.9328 

0.0997 

0.0997 

5863.9644 

0.1623 

0.1823 

0/04  -  North  VFR  Outside  Housing 

0.1451 

2.8224 

30.2732 

2.3061 

0.1188 

0.1188 

6996.6470 

0.1936 

0.2176 

CV05  -  VFR  With  Breakout 

0.1891 

3.1850 

41.1481 

3.0673 

0.1550 

0.1550 

9306.0728 

0.2575 

0.2894 

CV06  -  Wfest  VFR  on  36C2 

0.1240 

2.4092 

25.9314 

1.9733 

0.1017 

0.1017 

5986.9753 

0.1657 

0.1862 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 


0.3160  &2145  65.0183  4.9886  0.2551  0.2551  15135.2^  0.4189  0.4706 
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Table  A-10.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  at  McGuire  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PMZ5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135  LTCb 

2.89 

42.82 

18.32 

2.44 

0.14 

0.14 

7406.44 

0.20 

0.23 

KC-135T&G 

0.32 

6.21 

65.02 

4.99 

0.26 

0.26 

15135.26 

0.42 

0.47 

Total  Existing 

3.21 

49.03 

83.34 

7.43 

0.39 

0.39 

22541.70 

0.62 

0.70 

Table  A-11.  Annual  HAP  Emissions  for  KC-135  Aircraft  Operations  at  McGuire  -  Baseline 


Aircraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

ben^ne 

Xylenes 

styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chl<xide 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC-135  LTOs 

0.14 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.13 

0.01 

KC-135  Qosed  F^em  Ops 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.16 

0.01 

Total  Existing 

0.17 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.02 
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Tsy^ieArlZ  JR6  AGE  Equipment  Emissions,  McGuire,  Baseiine 


FueiUseper  Fuei  Use  per  Unit  Engine 
Unit  (gai/hr)  (gal/yi^  Rating  (hp) 


Totai  RiriTime 

(hr/yr) 


Generator  AM32A«6 


Stal  C»t  A/M32A6QA 


Stal  Cart  A/M32A-95 


Heater/A::  Ace  802-993  AC 


MA-3C  Air  CorxJtioner 


Air  Coftpressor  MC-I A 


ToUri  JP-8  AGE  Tons/year 


Emission  estimation  iTEthocfciogy  based  AFCEC  2013,  assLrring  Scrtie^LTOrrBthod  per  AFCECgudance. 
EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Tabie3-3.  Emission  Factors  from  AFCEC  201 3,  Table  3-4. 


T£y]ieAr13  ^^3EI-WP  Errissions,  McGuire,  Baseiine 


Poiiutant 

JP^ 

1  Gasoline  | 

1  Emission  Factors  | 

^^tuai  Annuai 

Errissions 

(ibs/yr) 

Errission  Factor 

(ib/MVerU) 

Emissions 

(ibs/yr) 

(ibtlOOO  g^) 

Redprocatirrg 

(ib/1000  hp-bO 

Arsenic 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

2.13E+01 

7.00E-02 

Aydein 

6.48E-04 

2.56E+00 

Ben^ne 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-03 

ZS^KDI 

Beryilitm 

4.31E-05 

1,3-Butadene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-04 

1.08E+00 

Cactrium 

6.67E-04 

Chrorrium 

1.53E-03 

FonTBldehyde 

3.89e-02 

8.30E-03 

3.28E+01 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

Manganese 

i.ioe-oi 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

Maphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

2.35E+00 

Mckel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-03 

4.74E+00 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

I.ISEKDI 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

7.90E+00 

ToUri 

9.68E-03 

Table  ArlA  AGE  Equipment  GHGErrissions,  McGuire,  Baseiine 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Totai  Rlti  Tirre 

(hr/yi^ 

Fuei  Use  per 
Unit  (gai/hr) 

Fuei  Use  per  Urit 
(gal/yr) 

Ertgirte 
Rating  (hp) 

- 

KC-135AGE 

Sorties: 

834 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32A«6 

10 

8340.00 

6.47 

69679.35 

148 

Stal  C»t  AM32A6QA 

1 

834.00 

10.16 

8474.52 

180 

Start  C»t  A/M32A-95 

0.1 

8340 

8.75 

729.75 

155 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

8340.00 

6.80 

128059.35 

272 

MA-3C  Air  Condtioner 

2 

1668.00 

7.12 

11299.35 

120 

HI 

5 

4170.00 

0.39 

1530.12 

6.5 

1H1 

4 

3336.00 

0.39 

1224.10 

6.5 

UghtC»tNF-2 

2 

1668.00 

1.02 

1694.90 

18 

Ar  Conpressor  IVC-1 A 

0.33 

27322 

1.09 

285.87 

18.4 

Totai  JP-8  AGE  Metric  Tons/year 

Emission  estimation  rrethocfciogy  based  AFCEC  2013,  assLrring  Sortie^LTO  tTBthod  per  AFCEC  gudance. 
EqijprTBnt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Tabie3-3  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  201 3,  Table  3-4. 


Emission  Factors,  ibs/hr 

Annuai  Errissions  (ibs/yr) 

NOk 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PMZ5 

S02 

NCbc 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

S02 

6.10E-KXD 

4.57E01 

2.94E-01 

9.10eO2 

8.90E-O2 

4.60EO2 

1.12E+02 

8.40e+00 

5.41  E+00 

1.67E+00 

1.82E-KXD 

5.48E+00 

2.70e-01 

2.11E-01 

2.05E-O1 

7.18E02 

3.35E+00 

1.01  E+01 

4.96E-01 

3.88E-01 

1.47E-KXD 

5.86&00 

7.ooe-oi 

1.10E-01 

1.07E-O1 

6.19E02 

Z70E-01 

1.08E+00 

1.29E-01 

2.02E-02 

Z94E-rOO 

1.50E-01 

2.04E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

5.40e+O1 

2.76E+00 

3.75E+00 

3.64E+00 

4.17E-K30 

3.17E-01 

5.30e-02 

1.09E-01 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

1.53E+01 

1.17E+00 

1.95E-01 

4.01  E-01 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

3.00E-03 

1.45E+00 

1.66E+00 

9.19E-01 

i.ooe+oo 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

i.ooe-oi 

1.09E-01 

1.09e-01 

300E-03 

1.16E+00 

1.33E+00 

7.35E-01 

8.02E-01 

i.ioe-oi 

8.00E-02 

i.ooe-02 

1.00E-02 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

4.05E-01 

2.94E-01 

3.68E-02 

3.68E-02 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67E-01 

7.10&02 

6.80E-02 

8.00E03 

2.54E-01 

1.62E-01 

1.62E-01 

4.31  &02 

9.A2BCZ 

1.35B4)2 

392B03 

4.00B4J3 

3.92B03 

1.07E4J3 

Emission  Factors,  ibs/gai 


Amuai  Errissions  (ibs/yr) 


A-: 


6.03E+03 

Z13EHJ3 


Table  Ar15.  Aircraft  En^ne  Errissions  •  Engine  Tests,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neirberof 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuei/fr) 

1  Errission  Factors  (lb/1000  IbfLiel)  | 

I  Errissions  (Ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

SOU 

PMtO 

PM2.5 

KC-135 

DeAieling 

21 

Idle 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

22.40 

326.79 

42.58 

11.28 

1.30 

1.30 

Kiteintenance  Run 

83 

Idle 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

236.10 

3,444.22 

448.76 

118.92 

13.67 

13.67 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Idle 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

7.11 

103.74 

13.52 

3.58 

0.41 

0.41 

10 

a0%RPM 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

105 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

060 

1.17 

240.54 

13.78 

1.43 

1.43 

TRT  Run  4  Engine 

7 

Idle 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

2.1 

30.7 

4.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

9.96 

145.24 

1092 

5.01 

0.58 

058 

7 

80%RPM 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

0.0 

0.1 

105 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.84 

1.64 

336.75 

19.29 

2.00 

2.00 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

Table  Ar16.  HAP  Errissions,  Engine  Tests,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nuniserof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

1  Errissior  Factor  (lb/1000  lb  feiel)  (1)  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

E^- 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

1,3- 

nchloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

KC-135 

Defueling 

21 

Idle 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

9.51  B02 

0.0OE4OO 

OOOEtOO 

Z90E-03 

1.90E-03 

a97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

fvbintenance  Run 

83 

Idle 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE400 

0.00E4O0 

Z90E-03 

1.90E-O3 

a97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Idle 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE400 

O.OOEtOO 

2.90E-O3 

1.90E-O3 

a97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65B03 

1.48E-03 

2.31E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

10 

80%RPM 

008 

2 

7801.2 

7.01  E03 

O.OOE-HDO 

O.OOEtOO 

0.0OE4OO 

1.11E-03 

1.11E-03 

0.00E4OO 

a36E-04 

0.0OE4OO 

1.18E-03 

a37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

Z^E-03 

TRT  Run  4  Engine 

7 

Idle 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

9.51  E-02 

O.OOE-HDO 

O.OOEtOO 

2.90E-03 

1.90E-03 

a97E-03 

6.84E-04 

1.65E-03 

1.48E-03 

2.31E-03 

9.13E-04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E-02 

4.85E-03 

7 

80%RF1Vl 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

7.01  E-03 

O.OOE400 

O.OOEtOO 

0.0OE4OO 

1.11E-03 

1.11E-03 

O.0OE-H3O 

3.36ET>4 

O.OOE400 

1.18E-03 

a37E-04 

4.84E-04 

1.96E-03 

1  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Tdu™ 

Ethyl- 

Xy,e™» 

Chloroform 

Chi  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Total  HAPs, 

TPY 

1.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.03 

0.02 

0.10 

0.01 

0.02 

002 

0.02 

O.OI 

0.01 

0.72 

0.05 

10.67 

0.00 

0.00 

0.33 

021 

I.OI 

0.08 

0.19 

017 

0.26 

0.10 

0.11 

7.57 

0.54 

0.32 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

0.00 

O.OI 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.23 

0.02 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

002 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.03 

0.45 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.00 

O.OI 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.32 

0.02 

0.13 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

002 

0.02 

0.00 

O.OI 

0.00 

0.02 

O.OI 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

0.00633576 

0 

0 

0.000189869 

0.00014172 

0.0006046 

4.4783B05 

0.00011^ 

9.6899B05 

0.000169651 

a50339E-05 

7.09285E-05 

0.00444994 

0.0003553 

a01263775 

Table  Ar17.  GHG  Errissions,  Engine  Tests,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nurrberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerriser  of 

1  Enission  Factor(1)  | 

coe 

CH4 

N20 

Actual  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (lbs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  lb 
fuel) 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC-135 

Defueling 

21 

Idle 

0.50 

1 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

34,232.65 

0.95 

1.06 

Kibintenance  Run 

83 

Idle 

0.33 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

360,801.24 

9.98 

11.22 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

10 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

10,867.51 

0.30 

0.34 

10 

80%RFM 

0.08 

2 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

41,814.43 

1.16 

1.30 

TRT  Run  4  Engine 

7 

Ide 

0.17 

4 

1,014 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

15,214.51 

0.42 

0.47 

7 

80%RPM 

0.08 

4 

7801.2 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

58,540.20 

1.62 

1.^ 

|Total,  tpy 

237 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 


Table  A-18.  Annual  Wbrker  Population  and  VIUTT  at  McGuire  -  K[>46A  Project  Scenarios 


Scenario 

Total  #of 

Vibrkers 

Annual  On- 

Base  VMT 

Annual  Off- 

Base  VMT 

Existing 

1051 

273260 

4560709.4 

Proposed  Albion 

1306 

339560 

5667256.4 

Cn-Base  mileage  based  on  1.00  miles  fttDm  2009  AEI;  assume  260  days^year 
^Off-Base  mileage  based  on  distance  to  dcwntcwn  Burlington,  16.69  miles;  assume  260  days/year 


Table  A-19.  Annual  Average  On-Road  V^de  Emission  Factors  -  McGuire 


Scenario/Vehicle  Class 

Errission  Factors  (Grams/M  le)  | 

PCV  Mx  (%) 

voc 

CO 

NCbc 

S02 

PM10 

PM2.5 

C02 

Existing  (Year  201 3) 

LDGV 

37.55 

0.587 

9.65 

0.442 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368.1 

LOOT 

0.03 

0.132 

0.808 

0.2 

0.003 

0.053 

0.037 

314 

LDGT 

60.32 

0.826 

11.45 

0.694 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.1 

LOOT 

0.2 

0.393 

0.708 

0.46 

0.006 

0.06 

0.044 

599.2 

hlDGV 

0 

1.081 

28 

1.201 

0.017 

0.049 

0.032 

905.3 

hDCV 

0 

0.684 

2.315 

3.359 

0.012 

0.129 

0.1 

1245.6 

MC 

1.9 

2.9 

27.28 

0.85 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

LDGV 

37.55 

0.446 

a78 

0.316 

0.007 

0.025 

0.011 

368 

LOOT 

0.03 

0.087 

0.692 

0.088 

0.003 

0.038 

0.023 

314.1 

LDGT 

60.32 

0.664 

10 

0.S2^ 

0.01 

0.025 

0.011 

516.6 

LDDT 

0.2 

0.305 

0.6 

0.317 

0.006 

0.047 

0.032 

598.6 

hlDGV 

0 

0.784 

26.32 

0.677 

0.017 

0.04 

0.025 

904 

hDCV 

0 

0.583 

1.428 

1.919 

0.012 

0.078 

0.053 

1245.9 

MC 

1.9 

2.9 

27.28 

0.85 

0.003 

0.037 

0.021 

177.4 

Notes:  (1)  Emission  factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  5-13,  for  2017  used  to  provide  a  conservative  estimate  of  errissions  for  2018 


Table  A-20.  Annual  Average  On-Base  vducle  Emissions 


ScenaricyVehide  Qass 

Errissions,  Ibs/year 

PCVMx  (%) 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

Existing  (Year  2013) 

LDGV 

37.55 

132.79 

21^98 

99.99 

1.58 

LDDT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.15 

0.04 

0.00 

LDGT 

60.32 

300.16 

4160.82 

252.19 

3.63 

LDDT 

0.2 

0.47 

0.85 

0.55 

0.01 

KDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

KXV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

3ai9 

312.26 

9.73 

0.03 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

0.23 

3.33 

0.18 

0.00 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

LDGV 

37.55 

125.37 

2468.07 

88.83 

1.97 

LDDT 

0.03 

0.02 

0.16 

0.02 

0.00 

LDGT 

60.32 

299.84 

4515.59 

235.26 

4.52 

LDDT 

0.2 

0.46 

0.90 

0.47 

0.01 

hlDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

hDCV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

41.25 

388.02 

12.09 

0.04 

|Total  Proposed  Action,  tons/year 

0.23 

3.69 

0.17 

0.00 

Table  A-21.  Annual  Average  Off-Base  Vehicle  Emissions 


Scenario/Vehide  Class 

1  Errissions,  Ibs/year 

PCVMx(%) 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

Existing  (Year  201 3) 

LDGV 

37.55 

3118.59 

43229.91 

2620.22 

37.76 

LDDT 

0.03 

1.19 

2.14 

1.39 

0.02 

LDGT 

60.32 

6556.26 

169819.79 

7284.06 

103.10 

LDDT 

0.2 

ia75 

46.55 

67.55 

0.24 

HDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

hDCM 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

85.20 

1677.32 

60.37 

1.34 

Total  Existing,  tons/year 

4.89 

107.39 

502 

0.07 

Proposed  Action  (Year  2018)  (1) 

LDGV 

37.55 

3115.21 

46915.82 

2444.31 

46.92 

LDDT 

0.03 

1.14 

2.25 

1.19 

0.02 

LDGT 

60.32 

5908.63 

198361.15 

5102.22 

128.12 

LDDT 

0.2 

14.57 

35.68 

47.95 

0.30 

hDGV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

KDCV 

0 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MC 

1.9 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

iTotal  Proposed  Action,  tons/year 

4.K 

12Z66 

3.80 

0.09 

Table  A-22.  Annual  Air  Operations  for  Aircraft  at  McGuire  -  Proposed  Action 


Number  of  Operations 

Aircraft 

LTO 

TGO 

Total 

KC46A 

1508 

7296 

17608 

A-10 


Table  Ar23.  KC"46AAircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  at  McGuire -KC-46A  Proposed  Scenarios 


Scenario/Operation 

Operations/Year 

Encpne  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes) 

Fraction  of 

Ops 

Total  Ops 
per  Pattern 

48.5 

^.5 

55.0 

57.5 

58.5 

60.0 

60.5 

62.5 

70.5 

75.0 

CR01 IFR  to  R/WD6  on  South  Side 

0.0559 

408 

2.1406 

8.5008 

0.1362 

2.0365 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CRD2  TACAN  RVWD6  VFR  Qrde 

0.0037 

27 

0.6319 

0.8571 

7.1268 

0.1362 

2.9128 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CRB  North  Radar  Track 

0.0150 

110 

2.1406 

5.0742 

0.1362 

1.6240 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CRCW  Radar  Track  on  18C3 

0.0063 

46 

2.1406 

8.2663 

0.1362 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CRB  Radar  Track  on  18C4 

0.0063 

46 

2.1406 

6.8000 

0.0681 

2.1209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.5567 

CRB  Radar  Track  Conti  riLKXB  hjm  150HDG  to  90  HDG 

0.0792 

578 

2.1406 

7.4803 

0.1362 

21209 

1.5712 

0.7594 

0.4919 

CRD7  Radar  Track  1 50IHDG  for  Crosswfl  rid 

0.0150 

110 

2.1406 

7.6144 

0.1362 

21209 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR08  TACAN  to  Ray  24  then  VFR  Qrde  to  RV\Y  18 

0.0075 

55 

0.6319 

1.0058 

7.2052 

1.6424 

0.1362 

21650 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CRB  Radar  track  to  North 

0.0300 

219 

2.1406 

6.5939 

0.1362 

3.9770 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR1 0  Radar  track  on  36C3 

0.0063 

46 

2.1406 

7.3686 

0.1362 

3.6919 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CR1 1  TACAN  approach  to  RVW  B  VFR  Qrde  to  RVW  6 

0.0063 

46 

0.6948 

0.8238 

7.2755 

1.9866 

0.1362 

1.2953 

1.5710 

0.7596 

0.4919 

CVDI- North  VFR 

0.2135 

1557 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

CM}2-\AfestVFRon18C2 

0.0425 

310 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.6817 

0.9162 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

CMB  -  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

0.0502 

366 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.7516 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

CVCW  -  North  VFR  Outside  Housing 

0.3860 

2816 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.9721 

1.5196 

0.0681 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.5567 

CMB-VFRWthBBakout 

0.0090 

66 

0.7645 

1.1670 

0.6680 

0.1362 

0.6419 

0.7571 

29350 

0.3668 

0.4919 

CM)6-\AfestVFRon36C2 

0.0675 

493 

0.7645 

1.1669 

0.7397 

0.8613 

0.1362 

0.7571 

0.3668 

0.4919 

Total  Ops 

7296 

TaUeA-24.  KOIGA  Aircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations  -  Fuel  Use  and  Brission  Factors 


Encpne  Setting/Time  in  Mode  per  Operation  (Mnutes)  | 

Factor 

48.5 

52.5 

55.0 

57.5 

58.5 

60.0 

60.5 

62.5 

70.5 

75.0 

Fuel  Use,  Ibs/hr 

19668.32 

21455.2 

22572 

23688.8 

24135.52 

24805.6 

24894.944 

25922.4 

29496.16 

31506.4 

Emission  Factors,  lbs/1000  lbs  fuel 

VOC 

0.0950 

0.0932 

0.0920 

0.0909 

0.0904 

0.0897 

0.0896 

0.0886 

0.0849 

0.0828 

CO 

1.4009 

1.2865 

1.2150 

1.1435 

1.1149 

1.0720 

1.0663 

1.0005 

0.7717 

0.6430 

NCK 

17.2797 

18.3845 

19.0750 

19.7655 

20.0417 

20.4560 

20.5112 

21.1465 

23.3561 

24.5990 

S02 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

1.0600 

PM10 

0.0574 

0.0590 

0.0600 

0.0610 

0.0614 

0.0620 

0.0621 

0.0630 

0.0662 

0.0680 

PIV125 

0.CW74 

0.0490 

0.0500 

0.0510 

0.0514 

0.0520 

0.0521 

0.0530 

0.0562 

0.0580 

C02 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

3216 

CH4 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

0.0890 

N20 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

TaMeAr25.  KC^ieAAircraft  Closed  Pattern  Operations 

-  Emissions  Per  Operation 

Emissions  per  operation,  lbs 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

S02 

PM10 

PMZ5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

CRD1  IFRto  RW706  on  South  Side 

0.5528 

6.9815 

119.8938 

6.4448 

0.3705 

0.3097 

19553.2901 

0.5411 

0.6080 

CRB  TAGAN  RVWB  VFR  Qrde 

0.5193 

6.4433 

114.5336 

6.0816 

0.3516 

0.2942 

18451.2142 

0.5106 

0.5737 

CRD3  North  Radar  Track 

0.4189 

5.2325 

91.8159 

4.8976 

0.2826 

0.2364 

14859.1494 

0.4112 

0.4620 

CRD4  Radar  Track  on  18C3 

0.5478 

6.9117 

118.9246 

6.3883 

0.3673 

0.3071 

19381.7711 

0.5364 

0.6027 

CR05  Radar  Track  on  18C4 

0.4974 

6.2328 

108.6896 

5.8105 

0.3349 

0.2801 

17628.9690 

0.4879 

0.5482 

CRB  Radar  Track  Continuous  turn  150HDGto90HDG 

0.5206 

6.5524 

113.2829 

6.0748 

0.3496 

0.2923 

18430.6441 

0.5101 

0.5731 

CR07  Radar  Track  150HDG  for  Crosswtnd 

0.5263 

6.6274 

114.4612 

6.1402 

0.3533 

0.2954 

18629.2587 

0.5155 

0.5793 

CRB  TAGAN  to  Ray  24  then  VFR  QrcJe  to  RW7 18 

0.5582 

6.9576 

1225660 

6.5288 

0.3769 

0.3153 

19808.1470 

0.5482 

0.6159 

CRB  Radar  track  to  North 

0.5588 

6.9699 

122.6205 

6.5348 

0.3772 

0.3155 

19826.2219 

0.5487 

0.6165 

CR1 0  Radar  track  on  36C3 

0.5170 

6.4998 

1125958 

6.0336 

0.3473 

0.2994 

18305.8273 

0.5066 

0.5692 

CR1 1  TAGAN  ^oproaoh  to  RW7  36  VFR  Qrde  to  RVW  6 

0.5366 

6.7049 

117.5614 

6.2726 

0.3618 

0.3027 

19030.9306 

0.5267 

0.5918 

CM}1- North  VFR 

0.1889 

23143 

42.1492 

2.2192 

0.1288 

0.1079 

6732.8662 

0.1863 

0.2094 

CM}2-\AfestVFRon18C2 

0.1889 

23143 

42.1492 

2.2192 

0.1288 

0.1079 

6732.8662 

0.1863 

0.2094 

CMB  -  North  VFR  Inside  Housing 

0.1850 

2.2666 

41.2817 

2.1735 

0.1262 

0.1057 

6594.1730 

0.1825 

0.2050 

CM>4  -  North  VFR  Outside  Housing 

0.2210 

27109 

49.2300 

2.5945 

0.1505 

0.1261 

7871.7252 

0.2178 

0.2448 

CMB- VFR  Wth  Breakout 

0.2917 

3.4477 

67.1451 

3.4557 

0.2028 

0.1702 

19484.5776 

0.2902 

0.3260 

CM)6-\AfestVFRon36C2 

0.1890 

23161 

42.1379 

2.2194 

0.1288 

0.1079 

6733.4865 

0.1863 

0.2094 

Emissions,  closed  pattern  ops,  tons/year 

1.0238 

12.6852 

226.0694 

11.9930 

0.6937 

0.5806 

36386.3482 

1.0070 

1.1314 

A-11 


Table  A-26.  Annual  Air  Emissions  for  KC-<46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  McGuire  -  Proposed  Action 


Arcraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

VOC 

CO 

NOx 

S02 

PM10 

PMZ5 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC46ALTCG 

25.10 

87.16 

57.22 

4.43 

0.36 

0.32 

13441.53 

0.37 

0.42 

K046AT&G 

1.02 

12.69 

226.07 

11.99 

0.69 

0.58 

36386.35 

1.01 

1.13 

APU 

0.06 

0.53 

10.74 

0.90 

0.08 

0.06 

2134.71 

0.00 

0.00 

Total  Proposed  Action 

26.19 

100.37 

29403 

17.32 

1.13 

0.96 

5202Z59 

1.38 

1.55 

Table  A-27.  Annual  HAP  Emissions  for  KC-<46A  Aircraft  Operations  at  McGuire  -  Proposed  Action 


Arcraft 

1  Annual  Emissions,  Tons/year  | 

Form¬ 

aldehyde 

Acet¬ 

aldehyde 

Acrolein 

Naphthalene 

Benzene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

ben^ne 

Xylenes 

Styrene 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Methylene 

Chloride 

Vinyl 

Acetate 

KC46ALTCG 

3.58 

1.24 

0.71 

0.16 

0.49 

0.19 

0.05 

0.08 

0.09 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.22 

0.02 

KC-46A  Qosed  Pattern  Ops 

0.14 

0.05 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.42 

0.03 

Total  Proposed  Action 

3.72 

1.29 

0.74 

0.16 

0.51 

0.19 

0.05 

0.09 

0.09 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.65 

0.05 
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Table  /V28.  JP-8  AGE  Equipment  Enissions,  n^oposed  /^tion,  McGtire 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  Time 

(hrfyiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/hr  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

NOx 

CO 

voc 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

NOx 

CO 

VOC 

PM10 

PM25 

SC2 

K04MAGE 

Sorties: 

1508 

HoursfSortie 

Generator  A/M^A-86 

10 

15080.00 

6.47 

1^990.97 

148 

6.10E-H30 

4.57E-01 

2.&4E-01 

9.10E-O2 

a90E-O2 

4.60E-O2 

2.03E-H]e 

1.52E-f01 

9.77E-H30 

303E-KX) 

2.96E-H30 

1.53Et00 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A^OA 

1 

isoaoo 

10.16 

15323.23 

180 

1.82E-H30 

5.48Et00 

2.70EO1 

2.1  IE-01 

2.05E-01 

7.18E-02 

6.05E-H30 

I.^EtOI 

8.98E-01 

7.01E-O1 

6.a2E-01 

2.39E-01 

StatCartA/IVt^A-95 

0.1 

150.80 

8.75 

1319.50 

155 

1.47E-H30 

5.86Et00 

7.00E-01 

1.10E-O1 

1.07EO1 

6.19E-02 

4.89E-01 

1.95Et00 

2.33&01 

3.66E-02 

356E-02 

2.06E-O2 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

15080.00 

6.80 

231550.97 

272 

2.94E-H30 

1.50E-O1 

2.O4E-01 

1.98E-01 

1.92E-01 

4.80E-02 

9.77E-H31 

4.99Et00 

6.78E-H30 

6.58Et00 

6.38E-H30 

1.60EtO0 

MA-3C  Ai  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

3016.00 

7.12 

20430.97 

120 

4.17E-H30 

3.17E-01 

5.30E-O2 

1.09E-O1 

1.05E-01 

5.00E-02 

2.77E-H31 

ZIIEtOO 

a52E-01 

7.25E-01 

6.98E-01 

3.32E-01 

HI 

5 

7540.00 

0.39 

2766.69 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09E-01 

3.00E-03 

2.63E-H30 

3.01  EtOO 

1.66E-H30 

1.81  EtOO 

1.81E-H30 

4.99E-02 

1H1 

4 

603200 

0.39 

2213.35 

6.5 

1.58E-01 

1.81E-01 

1.00E-01 

1.09E-O1 

1.09EO1 

3.00E-03 

2.10E-H30 

2.41  EtOO 

1.33E-H30 

1.45Et00 

1.45E-H30 

3.99E-02 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

3016.00 

1.02 

3064.65 

18 

1.10B01 

8.00E-02 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-O2 

1.00E-02 

7.18E-03 

7.31  E-01 

5.32E-01 

6.65E-02 

6.65E-02 

6.65E-02 

4.78E-02 

Air  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

497.64 

1.09 

516.90 

18.4 

4.19E-01 

2.67E-01 

2.67&01 

7.10E-O2 

6.80E-O2 

8.00E-03 

4.60E-O1 

2.93E-01 

293E-01 

7.79E-02 

7.46E-02 

8.78E-03 

Tot^  JP-8  AGE,  Tons/year 

hp-hrs 

7141996.576 

1.70EO1 

2.43E-02 

1.07&02 

7.24E-03 

7.08B03 

1.93E-03 

Errission  esBiTHtion  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assumng  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  guidance. 
Equipn^nt  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Enission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  S4. 


Table  A>29.  AGE  HAP  Emissions,  R'oposed /^tion,  McGtire 


JP-8 

Gasoline  | 

1  Errission  Factors  | 

Actual  Annual 

Annual 

Pollutant 

(lb/1000  gal) 

Reciprocating 
(lb/1000  hp4v) 

Errissions 

(Ibs/yr) 

Emission  Factor 

(Ib/MVBTU) 

Errissions 

(Ibs^ 

Arsenc 

1.53E-03 

Acetaldehyde 

5.40E-03 

3.86E-H31 

7.00E-02 

Acrolein 

6.48E-04 

4.63E-HD0 

Benzene 

7.65E-03 

6.50E-O3 

4.64E-H31 

Beryllium 

4.31  E-05 

1 ,3-Buladiene 

2.22E-03 

2.74E-04 

1.96E-H30 

Cadrrium 

6.67E-04 

Chronium 

1.53E-03 

Formaldehyde 

3.89E-02 

8.30E-03 

5.93E-H31 

Lead 

1.95E-03 

rvtenganese 

1.10E-O1 

Mercury 

1.67E-04 

fvbphthalene 

4.87E-03 

5.94E-04 

4.24E-H30 

Nickel 

6.39E-04 

POM 

5.56E-03 

1.20E-O3 

8.57E-H30 

Selenium 

3.48E-03 

Toluene 

2.90E-03 

2.07E-H31 

Xylenes 

2.00E-03 

1.43E-H31 

Tot^ 

1.75E02 

Table  A-30.  JP-8  AGE  Equipment  GHG  Emissions,  ^'oposed  /^tion,  McGiire 


AGE  Type 

Sorties 

Total  RjnTIme 

(hi/yiO 

Fuel  Use  per 
Unit  (gal/hr) 

Fuel  Use  per  Unit 
(gal^ 

En^ne 
Rating  (hp) 

1  Emission  Factors,  Ibs/ged  | 

1  Annual  Emissions  (Ibs/yi^  | 

002 

CH4 

N20 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

/<046AAGe 

Sorties: 

1508 

Hours/Sortie 

Generator  A/M32A-86 

10 

15080.00 

6.47 

125990.97 

148 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-04 

266E-r06 

7.45E401 

aSTE-fOl 

Stat  Cart  A/M^A60A 

1 

150600 

10.16 

15:^.23 

180 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-O4 

a23Et05 

9.06E-H30 

1.04E-f01 

StatCartA/M^A-95 

0.1 

150.80 

8.75 

1319.50 

155 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-C4 

6.80E-O4 

278Et04 

7.80E-01 

8.97E-01 

Heater/AC  Ace  802-993  AC 

10 

15080.00 

6.80 

231550.97 

272 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-O4 

4.89Et06 

1.37E-H32 

1.57E-f02 

MA-3C  A  r  Corxiti  oner 

2 

3016.00 

7.12 

20430.97 

120 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

4.31E-K)5 

1.21E-K)1 

1.39E-f01 

HI 

5 

7540.00 

0.39 

2766.69 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

a84Et04 

1.64E-H30 

1.88EtOO 

1H1 

4 

603200 

0.39 

2213.35 

6.5 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

4.67Et04 

1.31E-H30 

1.51  EtOO 

Ught  Cart  NF-2 

2 

3016.00 

1.02 

3064.65 

18 

2.11E-H31 

5.91  E-04 

6.80E-O4 

6.47Et04 

1.81E-H30 

208E-KX) 

Air  Corrpnessor  MC-1A 

0.33 

497.64 

1.09 

516.90 

18.4 

2.11E-H31 

5.91E-04 

6.80E-O4 

1.09E-K)4 

a05E-O1 

3.51E-01 

Total  JP-8  AGE,  Metric  Tons/yeEU* 

a86EK)3 

1.08EO1 

1.24E-01 

Enission  estimation  methodology  based  AFCEC  2013,  assurring  Sortie/LTO  method  per  AFCEC  gijdance. 
Equipment  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-3.  Errission  Factors  from  AFCEC  2013,  Table  3-4. 
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Table  A^1.  Aircraft  En^ne  Errissions  •  Engine  Tests,  Proposed  Action,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Number  of 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Neirber  of 

Fuel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (ibs 
fuel/fr) 

1  Emission  Factors  (lb/1000  lb  fuel)  | 

1  Errissions  (ibs/yr)  | 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SC2 

PMtO 

PM2.5 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

son 

PMtO 

PM2.5 

KC46A 

Defueling 

44 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

1Z5 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

456.98 

1,559.12 

138.31 

38.79 

4.02 

3.66 

Kteintenance  Run 

175 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

1Z5 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

2,42a37 

a268.04 

733.47 

205.68 

21.34 

19.40 

TRTRun  1  Engine 

20 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

1Z5 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

69.24 

236.23 

20.96 

5.88 

0.61 

0.55 

20 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

2.26 

14.06 

730.45 

29.80 

1.97 

1.69 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

15 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

1Z5 

42.6 

3.8 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

103.86 

354.34 

31.43 

8.81 

0.91 

0.83 

15 

aO%RPM 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

0.1 

0.5 

26.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.1 

3.40 

21.09 

1,09568 

44.70 

Z95 

2.53 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.17 

0.02 

0.01 

Table  A-32.  HAP  Emissions,  Engine  Tests,  Proposed /^tion,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nunberof 

Tests 

Power 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nerrberof 

Feiel  Row 

Rate  per 
Engine  (ibs 
fuel/fT) 

1  Errission  Factor  (lb/1000  tbfeiel)  (1)  I 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Naphthalene 

Ethyl- 

Chloroform 

Chtoromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\^nyl 

KC46A 

Del\jeling 

44 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

6.19&01 

3.55E-01 

7.84ET)2 

2.44E.01 

9.30B02 

2.52ET52 

4.09ETJ2 

4.48E.02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E.04 

9.68ET>4 

6.75E.02 

4.85ET)3 

4.85E.03 

^(tei^tenance  Run 

175 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

6.19E01 

3.55E-01 

7.84ET)2 

2.44E.01 

9.30E-02 

2.52ET52 

4.09E432 

4.48E.02 

331E-03 

9.13E.04 

9.68E-04 

6.75E.02 

4.85ET)3 

4.85E.03 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

20 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

6.19E-01 

3.55E-01 

7.84ET)2 

2.44E.01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E.02 

4.09ET)2 

4.48E.02 

3.31  E-03 

9.13E.64 

9.68ET>4 

6.75E.02 

4.85ET)3 

4.85E.03 

20 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

1.15E-02 

3.99E.03 

2.29ET)3 

5.05E.64 

1.57E-03 

6.00ET)4 

1.63ET>4 

2.63E.64 

2.89ET)4 

1.76E.03 

7.&4ET>4 

5.09E.64 

5.06ETJ2 

2.54E-03 

TRT  Run  4  Engine 

15 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

6.19B01 

3.55E-01 

7.84ET)2 

2.44E.01 

9.30E-02 

2.52E.02 

4.09ET)2 

4.48E.02 

3.31  E03 

9.13E-04 

9.68ET>4 

6.75E.02 

4.85E-03 

4.85E.03 

15 

80%RPM 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

1.15E-02 

3.99E.03 

2.29ET)3 

5.05E.O4 

1.57ET)3 

6.00E.04 

1.63ET>4 

2.63E.04 

2.89ET>4 

1.76E-03 

7.&4ET>4 

5.09E.O4 

5.06E-02 

2.54E.03 

I  Errissions,  Ibs/yr  | 

aldehyde 

/^et- 

aldehyde 

Ac™l=in 

Naphthalene 

Toluene 

Ethyl- 

>^ftenes 

Slyn™ 

Chloroform 

Oil  oromethane 

1,3- 

Dichloropropene 

Methylene 

Chloride 

\^nyl 

Tot^  HAPs, 

TPY 

2264 

12.98 

2.87 

8.91 

3.40 

0.92 

1.50 

1.64 

0.12 

0.03 

0.64 

2.47 

0.18 

0.18 

120.09 

68.85 

1521 

47.27 

1505 

4.90 

7.93 

8.70 

0.64 

0.18 

0.19 

13.10 

0.64 

0.94 

3.43 

1.97 

0.43 

1.35 

0.52 

0.14 

0.23 

0.25 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.37 

0.03 

0.03 

0.32 

0.11 

0.06 

0.01 

0.64 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.05 

0.02 

0.01 

^.42 

0.07 

5.15 

2.95 

0.65 

2.03 

0.77 

0.21 

0.34 

0.37 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.56 

0.64 

0.04 

0.48 

0.17 

0.10 

0.02 

0.07 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.07 

0.03 

0.02 

2.13 

0.11 

0.07605772 

0.04351743 

0.00966467 

0.029796732 

0.01142702 

0.00310768 

0.00500308 

500548917 

0.00041479 

0.000173465 

0.000146238 

0.00826944 

0.00237123 

0.00068216 

0.19612083 

Table  A33.  GHG  Emissions,  Engine  Tests,  Proposed /^tion,  McGuire 


Aircraft/Test  Type 

Nunberof 

Tests 

Setting 

Deration 

(hrs) 

Nenberof 

1  Errission  Factorfi)  | 

cce 

CH4 

N20 

Actual  Errissions  (Ib/yr) 

Engine  (ibs 
fuel/fr) 

(lb/1000  ib 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  Ib 
fuel) 

(lb/1000  Ib 
fuel) 

C02 

CH4 

N20 

KC46A 

Defueling 

44 

Ide 

0.50 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

117,674.'73 

526 

3.66 

fvbintenance  Run 

175 

Ide 

0.33 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

624,03264 

17.27 

19.40 

TRT  Run  2  Engine 

Ide 

0.17 

1 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

17,829.50 

0.49 

0.55 

20 

80%RPM 

0.08 

1 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

90,421.06 

2.50 

2.81 

TRT  Run  4  Engine 

15 

Ide 

0.17 

2 

1,663 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

25744.26 

0.74 

0.83 

15 

80%RFM 

0.08 

2 

16869.6 

3,216.0 

0.1 

0.1 

135,631.58 

575 

4.22 

|Total,  tpy 

459 

0.01 

0.01 

(1)  C02  emission  factors  obtained  from  AFCEC  2013. 

CH4  and  N20  emission  factors  were  derived  from  Table  A-101  for  jet  fuel  in  EPA's  Inventory  of  U.S.  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks,  1990-2005, 
using  density  of  J P-8  as  6.8  Ib/gallon. 
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Table  Ar34.  McGuire  Corrparison  of  Emissions 


Proposed  Action 


Annuai  Emissions,  Tons/year 


Baseiine 

VOC 

CO 

NQx 

SQ2 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Arcraft  Ops 

3.21 

48.03 

83.34 

7.43 

0.39 

0.39 

AGE 

0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Engine  Tests 

0.14 

2.01 

0.55 

0.09 

0.01 

0.01 

PCVs 

5.12 

110.72 

5.20 

0.07 

0.21 

0.12 

Totai 

8.48 

161.78 

89.18 

7.59 

0.61 

0.53 

Arcraft  Ops 

26.19 

100.37 

294.03 

17.32 

1.13 

0.96 

AGE 

0.01 

0.02 

0.17 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

Engine  Tests 

1.53 

5.23 

1.38 

0.17 

0.02 

0.01 

PCVs 

4.75 

126.34 

3.97 

0.09 

0.22 

0.12 

Totai 

32.48 

231.97 

299.54 

17.58 

1.38 

1.11 

Net  increase 

24.01 

70.19 

210.36 

9.99 

0.77 

0.58 

Tabie  Ar35.  McGuire  Corrparison  of  HAP  Emissions 


Aircraft  Ops 


AGE 


Engine  Tests 


Totai 


Proposed  Action 

Aircraft  Ops 
AGE 

Engine  Tests 

Totai 

Net  increase 


aidehyde  aidehyde  Acroiein  Naphthaiene 


Annuai  HAP  Emissions,  tons/year 


Toiuene 


Xyienes 


0.01 


1,3-  Methyiene 

Styrene  Chioroform  Chioromethane  Dichiorcpropene  Chioride 


0.01  0.00  0.00 


0.00  0.00  0.00 


0.00  0.00  0.00 


0.01  0.00  0.00 


aidehyde  aidehyde  Acroiein  Naphthaiene 


HSl 


Toiuene 

0.19 


nfB 


1222^ 

tifiB 


1222^ 

BfB! 


0.29 


Methyiene 

Chioroform  I  Chioromethane  I  Dichioropropene  Chioride 


m 

BBS 


0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

Tabie  Ar36.  McGuire  Corrparison  of  GHG  Emissions 

Annuai  GHG  Emissions,  metric  tons/year 


Baseiine 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

CQ2e 

Arcraft  Ops 

20450 

0.57 

0.64 

20659 

AGE 

2134 

0.06 

0.07 

2157 

Engine  Tests 

237 

0.01 

0.01 

239 

PCVs 

3543 

0.00 

0.00 

3543 

Totai 

26363 

0.63 

0.71 

26597 

Proposed  Action 

CQ2 

CH4 

N20 

Arcraft  Ops 

47195 

1.25 

1.41 

47657 

AGE 

3859 

0.11 

0.12 

3900 

Engine  Tests 

459 

0.01 

0.01 

464 

PCVs 

4359 

0.00 

0.00 

4359 

Totai 

55872 

1.37 

1.54 

56379 

Net  increase 

29509 

0.74 

0.83 

29782 

Table  A-37.  Emission  Factors,  AFCEC,  2015 


1  2015  1 

On-Road  Trucks 

voc 

CO 

NOx 

SOx 

PM 

C02 

Emission  factor,  heavy  duty  trucks,  gm/mi 

0.617 

1.782 

2.498 

0.012 

0.097 

1243.4 
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Table  A-38.  Emission  Source  Data  for  Construction  -  McGuire 


2015 

Construction  Activity/Equipment  Type 

HP  Rating 

Ave.  Daily 
Load  Factor 

Number 

Active 

Hours/ 

Day 

Work  Days 

(Ib/day) 

(Ib/day) 

(Ib/day) 

(Ib/day) 

(Ib/day) 

(Ib/day) 

ROG 

CO 

NOX 

SOX 

PM 

C02 

Construction  -  Building  Facilities 

Air  Compressor  ■  100  CFM 

50 

0.6 

1 

6 

0.09455048 

0.47201897 

1.59554327 

0.044862233 

0.10062742 

236.289135 

Concrete-Industrial  Saw 

84 

0.73 

1 

6 

0.27221926 

2.35429505 

2.68401671 

0.094666023 

0.36896764 

482.735755 

Crane 

190 

0.3 

1 

6 

0.14924225 

0.37005106 

1.71237822 

0.074866893 

0.12148702 

399.946309 

Forklift 

94 

0.48 

1 

6 

0.09577876 

0.80888051 

0.9060315 

0.060326098 

0.16169322 

355.519511 

Generator 

45 

0.6 

1 

8 

0.11346058 

0.56642277 

1.91465192 

0.053834679 

0.12075291 

283.546961 

Concrete  Trucks  (1) 

NA 

NA 

60 

15 

1.22423334 

3.53579224 

4.95645848 

0.023810049 

0.19246456 

2467.11788 

Supply  Trucks  (1) 

NA 

NA 

60 

20 

1.63231112 

4.71438965 

6.6086113 

0.031746732 

0.25661941 

3289.49051 

Fugitive  Dust  (2) 

NA 

NA 

2 

8 

13.45 

250 

3.58179579 

12.8218502 

20.3776914 

0.384112707 

14.7726122 

7514.64606 

Construction  -Taxiways/Runway 

Haul  Truck -20  CY- Asphalt  (1) 

489 

0.6 

4 

18 

7.24234382 

29.6497906 

75.7847769 

4.41365647 

8.47649254 

24979.5948 

Asphalt  Spreader  -  BG  240C 

153 

0.6 

2 

8 

0.8617276 

3.77851013 

9.72207506 

0.341440284 

0.96065309 

1735.73736 

Compactive  Roller 

165 

0.5 

2 

8 

0.64270919 

2.79649216 

6.91528097 

0.298821998 

0.80700086 

1560.29376 

Fugitive  Dust  (2) 

NA 

NA 

2 

8 

13.45 

Grader  -  14H 

215 

0.5 

2 

8 

0.67778145 

2.3514555 

6.91240052 

0.366767542 

0.73055537 

2033.594 

Loader  - 938G 

160 

0.5 

2 

8 

1.97248561 

7.33701543 

12.3406703 

0.353825785 

1.55146662 

1762.08909 

Oil  Truck 

300 

0.4 

1 

8 

0.31360677 

0.58021071 

2.40202138 

0.183811512 

0.31805625 

1135.22529 

Vibratory  Compactor  -  CB  355D 

105 

0.75 

2 

8 

1.54745487 

7.01107023 

13.1352397 

0.351751219 

1.07737943 

1635.26332 

250 

13.2581093 

53.5045448 

127.212465 

6.31007481 

27.3716042 

34841.7976 

Construction  -  Pad/Apron 

Haul  Truck -20  CY- Asphalt  (1) 

489 

0.6 

4 

18 

7.24234382 

29.6497906 

75.7847769 

4.41365647 

8.47649254 

24979.5948 

Asphalt  Spreader  -  BG  240C 

153 

0.6 

2 

8 

0.8617276 

3.77851013 

9.72207506 

0.341440284 

0.96065309 

1735.73736 

Compactive  Roller 

165 

0.5 

1 

8 

0.3213546 

1.39824608 

3.45764049 

0.149410999 

0.40350043 

780.14688 

Fugitive  Dust  (2) 

NA 

NA 

2 

8 

13.45 

Grader  -  14H 

215 

0.5 

1 

8 

0.33889073 

1.17572775 

3.45620026 

0.183383771 

0.36527769 

1016.797 

Loader -938G 

160 

0.5 

1 

8 

0.9862428 

3.66850772 

6.17033515 

0.176912892 

0.77573331 

881.044547 

Oil  Truck 

300 

0.4 

1 

8 

0.31360677 

0.58021071 

2.40202138 

0.183811512 

0.31805625 

1135.22529 

Vibratory  Compactor  -  CB  355D 

105 

0.75 

2 

8 

1.54745487 

7.01107023 

13.1352397 

0.351751219 

1.07737943 

1635.26332 

250 

11.6116212 

47.2620632 

114.128289 

5.800367147 

25.8270927 

32163.8092 

Construction  -  Road/BridgeA/an  Pad 

Haul  Truck -20  CY- Asphalt  (1) 

489 

0.6 

4 

18 

7.24234382 

29.6497906 

75.7847769 

4.41365647 

8.47649254 

24979.5948 

Asphalt  Spreader  -  BG  240C 

153 

0.6 

2 

8 

0.8617276 

3.77851013 

9.72207506 

0.341440284 

0.96065309 

1735.73736 

Compactive  Roller 

165 

0.5 

2 

8 

0.64270919 

2.79649216 

6.91528097 

0.298821998 

0.80700086 

1560.29376 

Fugitive  Dust  (2) 

NA 

NA 

2 

8 

13.45 

Grader  -  14H 

215 

0.5 

2 

8 

0.67778145 

2.3514555 

6.91240052 

0.366767542 

0.73055537 

2033.594 

Loader  -  938G 

160 

0.5 

2 

8 

1.97248561 

7.33701543 

12.3406703 

0.353825785 

1.55146662 

1762.08909 

Oil  Truck 

300 

0.4 

1 

8 

0.31360677 

0.58021071 

2.40202138 

0.183811512 

0.31805625 

1135.22529 

Vibratory  Compactor  -  CB  355D 

105 

0.75 

2 

8 

1.54745487 

7.01107023 

13.1352397 

0.351751219 

1.07737943 

1635.26332 

90 

13.2581093 

53.5045448 

127.212465 

6.31007481 

27.3716042 

34841.7976 

Construction  -  Airfield  Facilities  -  Other 

Air  Compressor  ■  100  CFM 

50 

0.6 

1 

6 

0.09455048 

0.47201897 

1.59554327 

0.044862233 

0.10062742 

236.289135 

Concrete-Industrial  Saw 

84 

0.73 

1 

6 

0.27221926 

2.35429505 

2.68401671 

0.094666023 

0.36896764 

482.735755 

Crane 

190 

0.3 

1 

6 

0.14924225 

0.37005106 

1.71237822 

0.074866893 

0.12148702 

399.946309 

Forklift 

94 

0.48 

1 

6 

0.09577876 

0.80888051 

0.9060315 

0.060326098 

0.16169322 

355.519511 

Generator 

45 

0.6 

1 

8 

0.11346058 

0.56642277 

1.91465192 

0.053834679 

0.12075291 

283.546961 

Concrete  Trucks  (1) 

NA 

NA 

60 

15 

1.22423334 

3.53579224 

4.95645848 

0.023810049 

0.19246456 

2467.11788 

Supply  Trucks(l) 

NA 

NA 

60 

20 

1.63231112 

4.71438965 

6.6086113 

0.031746732 

0.25661941 

3289.49051 

250 

3.58179579 

12.8218502 

20.3776914 

0.384112707 

1.32261218 

7514.64606 

Construction  -  Building  Renovations 

Air  Compressor  ■  100  CFM 

50 

0.6 

1 

6 

0.09455048 

0.47201897 

1.59554327 

0.044862233 

0.10062742 

236.289135 

Concrete-Industrial  Saw 

84 

0.73 

1 

6 

0.27221926 

2.35429505 

2.68401671 

0.094666023 

0.36896764 

482.735755 

Forklift 

94 

0.48 

1 

6 

0.09577876 

0.80888051 

0.9060315 

0.060326098 

0.16169322 

355.519511 

Generator 

45 

0.6 

1 

8 

0.11346058 

0.56642277 

1.91465192 

0.053834679 

0.12075291 

283.546961 

Supply  Trucks  (1) 

NA 

NA 

60 

10 

0.81615556 

2.35719482 

3.30430565 

0.015873366 

0.12830971 

1644.74525 

90 

1.39216464 

6.55881212 

10.4045491 

0.2695624 

0.88035089 

3002.83662 

Renovations  require  90  days 

Assumptions:  work  days  calculated  based  on  assumption  that  20,000  sf  buildings  require  250  days;  340,000  sf  of  paving/apron  requires  250  days. 

(1 )  Number  Active  -  miles/round  trip,  Hours/Day  are  daily  trips 

(2)  Number  Active  is  acres  disturbed  at  one  time;  Ibs/day  is  Ibs/acre-day 

(3)  HP  Rating  =  cubic  feet  of  demolished  buildings;  Ibs/day  is  lbs/1 000  cf 
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Table  Ar39.  Construction  Emissions  -  McGuire 


Emissions,  tons/year  | 

Construction  Prx^ect 

Squans /eet  of 
builcMn^  square 
^etafpaMng 

CO 

NQx 

W3C 

SQx 

PM10 

PM2.5 

Furtive 

PMtO 

Furtive 

PMZ5 

Total  PM10 

Total  PMZ5 

Total  C02, 

Metric 

tons^ear 

Option  1  -2015 

FYoject  #1  -  A±lition  to  Hangar  3333 

17,892 

1.43 

2.28 

0.40 

0.04 

1.65 

1.64 

0.62 

0.13 

2.27 

1.77 

762.34 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

18,206 

1.46 

2.32 

0.41 

0.04 

1.68 

1.66 

0.64 

0.13 

2.32 

1.80 

775.72 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322 

0 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4-  New  Simulator  Building 

6,700 

0.54 

0.85 

0.15 

0.02 

0.62 

0.61 

0.09 

0.02 

0.71 

0.63 

285.47 

Project  #5  -  (Option  1 )  Modifications  to  Existing  Pa+ang  Rarrp  and  Tax\A-ay 

160,074 

4.28 

10.18 

1.06 

0.51 

2.19 

2.17 

3.96 

0.83 

3.00 

2,529.83 

Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

1,137 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3.88 

Tot^  Option  1 

8.01 

mil 

2.08 

0.62 

ai8 

&12 

5.30 

1.11 

11.48 

7.23 

4,479.82 

Option  2 -2015 

Project  #1  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3333 

17,892 

1.43 

2.28 

0.40 

0.04 

1.65 

1.64 

0.62 

0.13 

2.27 

1.77 

762.34 

Project  #2  -  Addition  to  Hangar  3336 

18,206 

1.46 

2.32 

0.41 

0.04 

1.68 

1.66 

0.64 

0.13 

2.32 

1.80 

775.72 

Project  #3  -  Internal  Renovations  to  Hangar  3322 

0 

0.30 

0.47 

0.06 

0.01 

0.04 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.04 

122.59 

Project  #4  -  New  Simulator  Building 

6,700 

0.54 

0.85 

0.15 

0.02 

0.62 

0.61 

0.09 

0.02 

0.71 

0.63 

285.47 

Project  #5  -  (Option  2)  Modifications  to  Existing  Parking  Raip  and  TaxxA-ay 

12,029 

0.77 

0.08 

0.04 

0.16 

0.16 

0.00 

0.19 

0.17 

190.11 

Project  #6  -  New  Hydrants  and  Fuel  Lines  and  Demolition  of  Existing  Hydrants 

1,137 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3.88 

Tot^  Option  2 

4.05 

&70 

1.10 

0.15 

4.16 

4.11 

1.37 

0.29 

5.52 

4.40 

2,140.10 
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APPENDIX  B 


Agency  Coordination 


CHRIS  CHRISTIE 
Governor 


KIM  GUADAGNO 
Lf.  Governor 


0f  Jcraeg 

Department  of  Environmental  protection 

AIR  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 

BUREAU  OF  AIR  QUALITY  PLANNING  BOB  MARTIN 

MailCode40I-07H  Commissioner 

P.O.Box  420 
Trenton,  NJ  08625-0420 
TEL  (609)  292-6722 
FAX  (609)777-1343 


May  22,  2014 


Kevin  Shupe 

Environmental  Scientist 

GS-1 3  National  Guard  Bureau 

ANG  Readiness  Center  NGB/A7AN  Shepperd  Hall 

3501  Fetchet  Ave  Andrews  AFB,  MD  20762 

Dear  Mr.  Shupe: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  address  the  National  Guard’s  May  6,  2014  email  to  Angela 
Skowronek,  of  my  staff,  requesting  concurrence  from  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection  (Department)  that  the  Federal  General  Conformity  requirements  have  been  met  for  the 
proposed  KC46-A  Alternative  Beddown  Location  project  at  Joint  Base  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst  (JB  M- 
D-L).  The  Department  has  reviewed  the  proposed  project  to  ensure  its  emissions  conform  to  New  i 
Jersey’s  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP). 

The  Federal  General  Conformity  regulations  provide  Federal  agencies  with  the  flexibility  to 
establish  General  Conformity  budgets  with  the  State  in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  regulation. 
General  Conformity  budgets  for  Volatile  Organic  Compounds  (VOC’s)  and  Oxides  of  Nitrogen  (NOx) 
were  established  for  McGuire  Airforce  Base  (McGuu'e)  in  New  Jersey’s  8-hour  Ozone  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  Revision  dated  October  29,  2007.  The  201 1  VOC  and  NOx  General 
Conformity  budgets  included  in  the  SIP  for  McGuire  are  in  effect  and  will  remain  in  effect until  further 
notice,  McGuire  has  confirmed  that  the  VOC  and  NOx  air  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed 
KC46-A  Alternative  Beddown  Location  project  at  JB  M-D-L  will  be  included  in  the  budget  calculation 
for  the  base.  Therefore,  the  Department  concurs  that  the  General  Conformity  requirements  have  been  met 
for  the  proposed  KC-46-A  Alternative  Beddown  Location  project  at  JB  M-D-L. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  contact  Angela  Skowronek,  of  my  staff,  at  (609) 
292-6722. 


Sincerely, 

Sharon  Davis 
Section  Chief 

Bureau  of  Air  Quality  Planning 


New  Jersey  Is  an  Equal  Opportunity  Employer  *  Printed  on  Recycled  Paper  and  Recyclable 


